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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The new crash reporting requirement in Florida has significantly reduced the number 
of crash reports available for roadway safety studies. Therefore, the demand for 
accurate crash surrogate data has increased. The current method of estimating crash 
surrogate data is based on a national study conducted during Summer 1982 in Kansas 
City, Missouri for 48 intersections. The mechanical characteristics and safety features 
of vehicles have undergone significant changes (e.g., anti-lock brakes} since then. 
Therefore, investigating the validity of the national tables for current conditions and 
developing similar tables for Florida-based intersection conditions were necessary. 
A comprehensive traffic conflict study was conducted by the Center for Urban 
Transportation Research (CUTR} to observe traffic conflicts, collect crash data and 
develop tables for Florida-based intersections. During the study, the fifteen most 
common intersection types were identified. The intersection types were categorized 
based on signalization, number of legs (three or four}, and through (general} laneage 
of the intersection. Thirteen traffic conflict types were surveyed from 178 
intersections sampled from a five-county (Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Polk, and 
Sarasota} area. The most recent three-year (1992-1994} crash history of the sampled 
intersections was collected and related to the conflict counts. Based on the conflict 
and crash data, new and easy-to-use tables were developed for Florida-based 
intersections. 
These new and simplified Florida-based tables can be used to estimate the expected 
number of crashes at intersections. Additionally, the tables provide 90th and 95th 
percentile conflict rates for each of the fifteen intersection types and conflict types 
to evaluate the relative safety and operational problems at intersections. 
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I. PURPOSE 
The Florida Department of Transportation entered in to a contract with the University 
of South Florida, on behalf of the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR), 
to determine the impact of Florida-based crashes on the National Highway lnstitute's 
expected value tables and to develop, new, easy to use expected value tables for 
Florida conditions. 
This report includes a compilation of two previous summary reports on the data 
collection plan and data collection results for this study, conflict and crash data 
analysis results, and recommendations to modify the national tables for Florida 
conditions. The first summary memo on data collection plan provided a detailed 
description of intersection categories, sampling intersections, intersection information 
verifications, field staff recruitment and training, field work requirements, and field 
work scheduling. The second summary memo on field work included intersection 
category distribution in the five-county area and conflict counts at sampled 
intersections. 
Conflict and crash data analysis results are included in the new expected value tables 
developed for Florida-based intersections. In this analysis, the national (Kansas City-
based study) tables and Florida-based tables are compared. Recommendations are 
made based on results of the analysis. CUTR also prepared the Training Tool-Kit For 
Vehicle Conflict Observations At Intersections (April 1996) as an observer training aid 
and the Expected Value Conflict Tables For Florida-Based Traffic Crashes, user tables, 
(April 1996) as a stand alone report to be included in the state highway safety 
manual. 
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The Florida-based tables can be used to: 
• identify intersections with safety and operational problems 
• identify high risk vehicle movements (the most frequently occurring conflict 
types) at intersections and take remedial actions 
• prioritize safety improvements for a selected number of intersections 
• estimate expected crashes at newly built or recently changed (i.e., change 
from unsignalized to signalized and/or number of legs) intersections 
• estimate crashes at intersections where recent historical crash reports are not 
readily accessible or do not exist 
• study intersections other than high crash intersections 
II. CONFLICTS AT INTERSECTIONS 
Introduction 
According to FOOT Safety Engineers, the requirement for reporting traffic crashes (in 
state crash database) in Florida has reduced the number of crash reports available for 
engineering study by approximately half. (The state crash database includes only 
those crashes involving hit and run, fatality, DUI, and injury. However, the county 
crash databases include all reported crashes on all roads). This situation has resulted 
in an increasing difficulty in the identification and justification of highway safety 
improvements. If the anticipated consequences of hazardous conditions are to be 
resolved, there is a need to supplement the available crash data or sometimes use 
surrogate data (for example, conflict data and their relationship to actual crashes) to 
identify highway safety problems. 
The current National Highway Institute (NHI) tables that list conflict data and their 
relationship to actual crashes are based on a study conducted during Summer 1982 
in Kansas City, Missouri. Since then, mechanical characteristics and safety features 
of vehicles have undergone significant changes (e.g., anti-lock brakes). Therefore, 
investigating the validity of the tables for current conditions and developing similar 
tables for Florida-based intersections were necessary. 
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Results of this study can be used to develop criteria to utilize these values in the 
development, justification, implementation, and evaluation of highway safety 
improvement projects in accordance with FDOT's Highway Safety Improvement 
Program Guideline (Topic 500-000-100). 
A. General Definition of Traffic Conflict 
According to Traffic Conflict Techniques for Safety and Operations - Engineers Guide 
(FHWA-IP-88-026, January 1989) a traffic conflict is defined as 
"An event involving two or more road users, in which the action of one user 
causes the other user to make an evasive maneuver to avoid a collision." 
The road users include motorists, pedestrians and cyclists. However, the current 
study was focused only on conflicts involving motor vehicles, which is in accordance 
with the national (Kansas City-based) study. 
B. Conditions for a Traffic Conflict 
According to the definition, therefore, presence of two or more vehicles is necessary 
for a traffic conflict to occur. These vehicles must also be on a collision course [i.e., 
the vehicles must be attempting to occupy the same space at the same time], 
creating a conflicting driving environment to drivers of the involved vehicles. If these 
conditions exist in a traffic event, it can be termed a "traffic conflict." 
C. Identification of a Traffic Conflict 
A traffic conflict can be identified by careful observation of traffic flow at an 
intersection. When the action of a vehicle (first vehicle) places another vehicle 
(second vehicle) on a collision path unless the second vehicle takes evasive action to 
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avoid a crash, this situation is identified as a traffic conflict. The evasive action of 
the second vehicle can be identified by one or more of the following. 
• brake-light indication 
• front lounging of the vehicle or squealing of tires 
• swerve of a vehicle 
Ill. INTERSECTION SAMPLING 
A. State of Florida and Study Area 
The population of interest in the current study consisted of all intersections in the 
State of Florida. However, selecting samples from all over the state and conducting 
conflict counts with a constrained budget was neither practicable nor feasible. 
Therefore, selecting a sample area of the state that adequately represents the 
conditions of Florida intersections was necessary. A five-county area of west-central 
Florida (Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Polk, and Sarasota) was assumed to reflect 
the intersections in Florida and was selected as the sampling area (Initially, six 
counties including the five above and Pinellas were selected. However, Pinellas 
County was later dropped due to lack of responding to crash summary report 
requests). 
Several socioeconomic and tourism data indicators that contribute to defining 
characteristics of the driving population of the five-county area were compared with 
that of the state to establish that the five-county area was a valid representation of 
the state. The relevant socioeconomic factors are urban and rural population, income 
per capita, age and gender distribution, higher education and employment, vehicles 
per household, and transportation to work. Appendix A provides the comparison 
graphs for these different factors. From the comparison graphs for the factors 
suggested above, it is seen that the five-county area's averages match well with 
those of the state averages. The Florida Department of Commerce and Bureau of 
Economic Analysis reported, in their 1994 Florida Visitor Study, that Hillsborough and 
Sarasota are two of the top ten destinations of auto travelers. The report also shows 
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that Hillsborough is one of the top ten destinations of air travelers as well. This 
indicates that unfamiliar drivers, mainly tourists, are well represented in the five-
county area. The factors investigated here reflect the types of drivers on the road 
network. Therefore, based on these set of factors the selected five-county area is 
indeed a representative area of the State of Florida. 
B. Intersection Categories 
Through discussions among county traffic engineers, FOOT District 1 and 7 safety 
engineers and the FOOT Safety Office in Tallahassee, fifteen (15) intersection 
categories (or types) vyere identified (table 1) as common in the State of Florida (as 
well as in the five-county sampled area). CUTR's objective was to find 12 examples 
(intersections) of each type in the five-county area, a total survey of 180 
intersections. 
Table 1 - Intersection Categories 
1. S4A = signalized, 4-legged, 2x2 10. U4A = unsignalized, 4-legged, 2x2 
2. S48 = signalized, 4-legged, 2x4 11. U48 = unsignalized, 4-legged, 2x4 
3. S4C = signalized, 4-legged, 2x6 12. U4C = unsignalized, 4-legged, 2x6 
4. S4D = signalized, 4-legged, 4x4 13. U3A = unsignalized, 3-legged, 2x2 
5. S4E = signalized, 4-legged, 4x6 14. U3B = unsignalized, 3-legged, 2x4 
6. S3A - signalized, 3-legged, 2x2 Hi I l~r - 1m~inn::ili7P.rl ~-l<>nnorl ?vn 
7. S38 = signalized, 3-legged, 2x4 
8. S3C = signalized, 3-legged, 2x6 
Q C::~I) - c:inn:::ili7Arl ~.lonnorl AvA 
In comparison to the national tables, intersection types are also categorized by 
signalized vs. unsignalized and 4-legged vs. 3-legged. In the national tables, these 
intersections are then sub-grouped according to different daily approach volume 
thresholds (2,500-10,000; 10,000-25,000; and greater than 25,000). Should 
traffic/safety analysts were to use these national tables with different daily approach 
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volume thresholds for an intersection safety study, conducting traffic volume counts 
would also be necessary along with conflict counts. For convenience in field data 
collection, therefore, laneage was used in the current study as a surrogate for the 
daily approach volumes. This will reduce the required scarce resources (time, labor, 
and money etc.) that otherwise would have been used for the safety study. The 
procedure of converting intersection laneage to corresponding daily approach volume 
thresholds (for comparison of national and Florida tables) is discussed in pages 29-30. 
C. Sampling Method 
Within the five-county region, 14,347 intersections have available crash data for the 
1992-1994 period. These intersections represent the sampling time frame from 
which the random sample of approximately 180 intersections for conflict observations 
were to be taken. The category of each intersection was unknown before random 
sampling. 
The first phase of the sampling plan randomly sampled 800 (ultimately 643, after 
dropping out Pinellas County) intersections from the 14,347. A unique number for 
each intersection by county was assigned, and a random number generation program 
selected the unique numbers by county until a total of 800 intersections were 
selected. These randomly selected intersections were sorted by county, and each 
county (or FOOT District Office) was asked to furnish the category type for the 
intersections selected from their county (or the District) as well as any information 
that might exclude an intersection from being sampled (i.e., capacity improvements 
in the last three years, or currently undergoing reconstruction). 
The sampling plan called for each category type to include a sample of 12 
intersections to be studied (i.e., an equal number in each of the fifteen intersection 
categories). After the requested information was collected from the counties (or 
District office), CUTR began selecting intersections for the study. · Both the 
information from the counties (or District offices) and the random sampling order were 
taken into consideration. 
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After the first sampling phase was completed, 76 of the original 643 were accepted 
as intersections to be included in the study. CUTR also made the following 
observations during the first sampling plan: 
1) The time between when the counties received the intersection list and when 
the requested information was received was far too long (given the completion 
schedule for this research effort) to continue the current sampling method. 
2) Because the vast majority of intersections were of the smaller category types 
(e.g., 2x2), the larger intersection types (e.g., 2x6, 4x4, and 4x6) would be 
more difficult to find given the current sampling plan. 
3) The number of times CUTR staff would have to go back to the individual 
counties (or FOOT District Office) would have to be reduced to assure a timely 
response and to maintain the overall project schedule. 
Due to these observations, the sampling plan was changed to allow for easier access 
to the information in an efficient manner while still maintaining the desired 
randomness of the sampling. The following description of the second phase of 
sampling outlines the changes made in the selection method for the remaining 
intersections needed for conflict observation. 
The second phase of the sampling plan involved a member of CUTR meeting once 
with representatives from each county (or District Office), and gathering information 
on as many intersections as the county (or District Office) could give. Time 
(approximately three hours for each visit) and knowledge limitations dictated that 
geometric information of 2,051 (or 14.3%) of the original 14,347 intersections were 
discussed and judged as acceptable for use in the study. Since the larger type of 
intersections were lacking following the first phase of sampling, the second phase of 
sampling in each county began with discussing those intersections with the greatest 
number of total crashes in descending order in hopes of finding more of the larger 
type intersections. 
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From this list of 2,051, CUTR randomly sampled until each of the category types 
were filled with at least the desired 12 intersections. However, after this sampling 
two of the fifteen intersection categories (S3C and S3D) had less than 12 examples. 
Furthermore, at this point in the selection of intersections, first-hand field verification 
was required to support all previous intersection characteristic data supplied by the 
counties (or FOOT District offices) before scheduling field crews for conflict 
observations. 
Locations of all the intersections selected for final analysis are plotted on maps in 
Appendix B. Intersections were marked on individual county base maps, and on a 
five-county area base map. The single, overall map illustrates the spatial relationship 
of the random selection of intersections. A list of the intersection names, sorted on 
county basis, are also included as part of Appendix B. 
D. Intersection Information Verifications 
In order to reduce lost time in the field due to inaccurate intersection classification or 
location information, CUTR staff were assigned to visually verify the existence and 
characterization of every intersection previously identified and randomly selected for 
conflict observation. Approximately 20 examples of each intersection type (except 
categories S3C and S3D that were lacking in examples following the second phase 
of sampling) were identified for field verification, in case any of the original 12 did not 
meet requirements for observation and had to be replaced from the sampling pool. 
Another reason for field verification was to ensure that intersection reconstruction or 
adjacent construction, which could affect normal traffic flow, was not currently taking 
place. The best judgement and recollection of the counties (or FOOT District offices) 
determined if intersection reconstruction had occurred over the most recent three-
year period. Some of the remaining number of examples needed for categories S3C 
and S3D were found by searching the five-county area during the field verification 
period. The result of intersection verification, which led to the final distribution of 
intersection categories by county, is shown in table 2. 
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Table 2 - Distribution of Intersection Categories in Five-County Area 
INTERSECTION CATEGORY TOT. 
COUNTY INT. 
S4A S4B S4C S4D S4E S3A S3B S3C S3D U4A U4B U4C U3A U3B U3C 
Hillsborough 2 4 4 1 6 - 5 6 6 3 3 4 3 2 1 50 
Manatee 2 5 4 1 3 4 1 2 - 5 4 1 3 7 - 42 
Pasco 3 - 2 - 1 2 - - - 1 - 4 5 - 8 26 
Polk 2 2 - 5 - 2 3 - 3 - 2 - - - - 19 
Sarasota 2 1 1 5 2 2 3 4 3 3 4 2 1 3 5 41 
TOTAL 11 12 11 12 12 10 12 12 12 12 13 11 12 12 14 178 
INTERSECTIONS 
Legend (Code for Intersection Type): 
First Letter S/U : Signalized/ Unsignalized 
Second Number 4/3 : 4-legged/ 3-legged ( or 'T') 
Third Letter Through Laneage: A=2x2, B=2x4, C=2x6, D=4x4, E=4x6 
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However, twelve individual intersections were difficult to find for all fifteen-
intersection categories. To achieve the desired twelve intersection observations, it 
was necessary to re-sample some intersections. A total of 22 intersections (of 156 
individual intersections) was sampled again. Due to the mis-classification that 
occurred and the lack of time and/or budget, re-sampling had to be limited. As a 
result, four different intersection categories, S4A, S4C, S3A and U4C, were still short 
of the desired twelve observation samples. 
IV. FIELD DATA COLLECTION OF INTERSECTION CONFLICTS 
A. Observer Recruitment and Training 
A carefully prepared observer training program is essential to any use of the NHI 
tables (or the Florida-based tables). CUTR advertised for field work personnel 
throughout the USF-Tampa campus, and on April 21, 1995 conducted an orientation 
meeting for all those individuals interested in being considered for employment. 
Approximately 40 persons (USF students) attended this meeting. CUTR briefed all 
attendees on the objectives of the project and the specific tasks they would be 
performing. Attendees were also asked to complete an individual profile sheet which 
detailed their availability, experience in traffic data collection, academic level, and 
location and time preferences for field work. Following this meeting, CUTR staff used 
the profile information to assemble compatible two-person teams and individual 
reserves for the project. Ten 2-person teams and 15 reserves (a total of 35 field 
observers) were eventually established. 
The roster of field personnel, identified following the project orientation meeting, were 
required to participate in one of two comprehensive training sessions on conflict 
observations conducted by CUTR project staff. These identical training sessions were 
held on May 10 and May 16, 1995, and consisted of a four-hour classroom 
instruction and a three-hour field observation practice session and discussion. The 
intersection utilized for the afternoon practice portion of the training sessions was 
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Bruce B. Downs Blvd./Pine St., a 4-legged, signalized, 6x2 intersection, immediately 
adjacent to the USF-Tampa campus. 
The training session included a thorough examination and discussion of the definition 
of traffic conflicts and conflict types, a presentation of various scenarios where 
conflict types had to be determined, discussion of favorable conditions for conflict 
observation, technique for observing conflicts, requirements for documentation of 
conflict observations, requirements for intersection inventory documentation, review 
of "checklist" for tips and materials needed for field work, first-hand practice and 
review with CUTR project staff of traffic conflict observation and documentation, and 
discussion and review of the entire training day's activities. Each attendee was also 
provided a copy of the Traffic Conflict Techniques for Safety and Operations-
Observers Manual prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), January 
1989. Based on CUTR's experience, a 1Training Tool-Kit' was prepared for engineers 
and supervisors at public and private agencies who plan to conduct traffic conflict 
studies. This tool-kit, which should be used along with Observers Manual prepared 
by FHWA, January 1989, provides an essential guide to train observers for conflict 
observations at intersections. 
B. Field Work Requirements 
CUTR project staff, after-thorough review of the reports documenting the rationale 
and technique used to develop the national traffic conflict value tables, developed the 
protocol for this project. Two-person teams were assigned to each intersection, with 
one person at opposite intersection legs observing conflicts. A total of two hours of 
conflict observation was documented for each leg (i.e., 8 man-hours total for 4-legged 
intersection and 6 man-hours total for each 3-legged intersection). With 178 
(excluding four intersections that did not fit into one of the fifteen intersection types) 
intersections for observation, and six of fifteen intersection types being 3-legged, at 
least 1,256 total man-hours of conflict observation was recorded. As a comparison, 
the national tables were based on a total of 1,536 man-hours of observation, 
however, this time was spread over only 48 intersections. Therefore, the 
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methodology used in this study accounts for more variability among the various types 
of intersections. 
Conflict observation periods occurred over a four-hour period, either 7am-11 am or 
2pm-6pm, Mondays through Thursdays. Following the National (Kansas City-based) 
study, only thirteen conflict types (including the "other" category for conflicts) were 
observed and recorded for signalized intersections. Namely, 
• Same direction conflicts 
1 . left-turn 
r 
3. lane change 
It 
• Opposing direction conflicts 
1 . left-turn 
\..i 
• Cross traffic conflicts 
1 . left-turn from left 
_Ji 
3. right-turn. cross traffic from left r 
5. through, cross traffic from right 
t-
2. slow vehicle 
f 
4. right-turn 
( 
2. right-turn on red 
~ 
2. through, cross traffic from left 
-f 
4. left-turn, cross traffic from right 
( 
6. right-turn, cross traffic from right 
f-
Twelve conflict types (except opposing right-turn on red from the above list) were 
observed and recorded for unsignalized intersections. The number of each conflict 
types was recorded in hourly increments. As in the national (Kansas City-based) 
study, only vehicle conflicts were recorded (i.e., pedestrian and cyclist conflicts were 
neither observed nor recorded). 
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Upon completion of the required period of conflict observations at each intersection, 
and before the observation team departing the intersection, an inventory of 
intersection characteristics was documented. The inventory included an intersection 
sketch, through and separate turning laneage, pavement markings, overhead/roadside 
signage, a general description of adjacent land use, signalization 
(protected/permitted), presence of curb and gutter (rural vs. urban), and other 
recurring events not related to conflicts (e.g., relative volume of trucks, relative 
volume of out-of-state/out-of-county license plates, excessive U-turns, etc.). 
C. Field Work Scheduling 
Again, using a random selection technique, the day (Monday through Thursday) and 
time (7am-11 am or 2pm-6pm) to conduct conflict observations for each intersection 
was determined. The morning and afternoon periods were selected for observations, 
which is in accordance with the national (Kansas City-based) study, to capture typical 
peak hour conditions. The conflict surveys were conducted for two consecutive 2-
hour periods with 5-10 minute breaks in between. Therefore, the maximum number 
of intersections a team of observers was scheduled, was limited to two in a single 
day. Further, if two intersections were scheduled in a single day they were located 
in the same county (or not more than one hour traveling time apart from each other). 
To reduce fatigue errors, observer teams were never scheduled more than three 
intersections in a consecutive two-day period. 
D. Problems Encountered and Remedies Utilized 
Throughout the 14-week data collection period (June 6 through September 6, 1995), 
several problems were encountered that had to be remedied before the data collection 
could proceed. These problems, not listed in the order of importance, are 
documented below. 
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a. CUTR frequently supervised the observation teams to verify the team 
members were conducting their work in accordance with the Data 
Collection Plan and the NHI "Observer's Manual" (provided to each 
observer). For example, about 60% of the intersections in Hillsborough 
County were supervised during conflict observation; about 20% of the 
total intersections surveyed were supervised. The other purpose of 
supervision was to assure consistency, accuracy, and completeness in 
observation across all observation teams. Every possible effort was 
made to schedule intersections close to both team members to minimize 
circuitous travel and keep the observation team in the same area/county 
for the week. One two-person team did not adhere to observation 
requirements for documentation and had to be dismissed, requiring six 
intersections to be re-surveyed. 
b. Even with initial screening of intersections randomly selected for conflict 
observation, it was later found that a total of six intersections (two from 
Polk County, three from Hillsborough County, and one from Sarasota 
County) had to be withdrawn because they had undergone geometric 
improvements within the last three years. 
c. Conflict observations were not made on holidays over the 14-week data 
collection period, which included Independence Day (July 4 - Tuesday) 
and Labor Day (September 4 - Monday), to avoid traffic variations. 
Since data collection for crashes were taken for the most recent three-
year period ( 1992, 1993, 1994), crashes occurring on holidays during 
this period were also excluded. A total of 21 national holidays occurred 
over this three-year period and thus crashes recorded on these 21 days 
were not included in the crash portion of the database (e.g., New Year's 
Day, Martin Luther King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, Labor Day, Veteran's Day, and Thanksgiving Day. 
Christmas fell on either Friday, Saturday, or Sunday during this time). 
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d. Conflicts under wet pavement conditions are not meant to be included 
in the analysis. Therefore, approximately 25 intersections had to be re-
surveyed due to inclement weather occurring just prior or during 
observations. When inclement weather occurred (i.e., weather 
necessitating either vehicle lights and/or windshield wipers to be 
engaged), the teams were instructed to remain at intersection for at 
least 30 minutes or until inclement condition vanished. If inclement 
weather remained for more than 30 consecutive minutes, observers 
were instructed to stop the survey and the intersection was rescheduled 
later for the same day and time. If inclement weather stopped within 
the 30-minute period, observers were instructed to record stop and start 
times on their observation sheets, and resume their observations under 
dry pavement conditions (to capture a total of two hours of observation 
on each leg). 
e. During data collection, several intersections were undergoing repairs 
disrupting the normal traffic flow as the observers arrived on the scene. 
The observers were instructed to report such incidents immediately and 
the intersections were rescheduled at a later day at the same day and 
time. Only one intersection could not be rescheduled to avoid repair 
(non-capacity improvement) work. 
f. Approximately 20 intersection sketch sheets were initially unusable or 
questionable and had to be corrected either by further discussion with 
observation team and/or field verification for a second time by CUTR 
project staff. 
g. Thirteen (13) intersections were initially mis-classified. The most 
common reason for mis-classification was regarding the number of legs 
at an intersection. CUTR's rationale was that a signalized intersection 
should have at least one signal head serving each leg. For an 
unsignalized intersection, any leg with little or no traffic (dirt road, 
single-use driveway, short dead-end, etc.) was eliminated and 
accompanying conflicts also eliminated. 
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Some intersections of the 13 that did not fit the conventional description 
of a three-legged or four legged intersection (total of four) were included 
as anomalies only, and were not placed into one of the 15 intersection 
categories, nor were they used in the development of crash to conflict 
ratios. 
h. Even though maps, with intersection locations marked, were provided 
to observer teams, several teams got lost or surveyed the wrong 
intersection (five). For example, in Manatee County streets and avenues 
are oriented one way north of the Manatee River and are oriented in the 
opposite manner south of the Manatee River; 4th Avenue & 16th Street 
could exist in two places and thus had to be confirmed by the County. 
Also, one horseshoe-shaped street in Polk County had the same 
intersection name and intersection type at each end; once again the 
County had to distinguish which intersection was randomly selected for 
observation. 
i. Observers were instructed to record any recurring or "special" events 
that occurred at each intersection during periods of conflict 
observations. Twenty different conflict types were noted as shown on 
the index sheet for the database contained in Appendix C of this report. 
The three most frequently occurring events were: 
(a) slow-moving vehicles due to corner driveway for office, parking 
lot, convenience store, gas station, 
(b) right turns on red, and 
(c) slow-moving vehicles due to trucks, bikes, or emergency 
vehicles. 
j. At the end of the field verification, there were two intersection 
categories (S3C and S3D) that did not contain the desired twelve 
intersections. Finding enough samples for these categories was difficult. 
Therefore, re-sampling some of the selected intersections was 
necessary to achieve the desired twelve intersection observations. The 
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intersections to be re-sampled were also randomly selected by day and 
time as before. A total of 22 intersections were sampled again. 
Additionally, due to the initial mis-classification and the lack of time 
and/or budget, re-sampling had to be limited. As a result, four different 
intersection categories, S4A, S4C, S3A and U4C, were ultimately short 
of the desired twelve observation samples. 
k. The morning observation period began at 7am and ended at 11 am, and 
the afternoon observation period began at 2pm and ended at 6pm. As 
weather delays persisted, observers were instructed not to observe 
conflicts beyond one hour of the respective ending times for each 
observation period. In three cases, because observations went beyond 
7pm, conflict counts at these intersections were taken again. Likewise, 
crash reports from each county were screened to include only those 
crashes occurring between 7am and 6pm. 
I. Traffic conflicts observed that were not one of the twelve designated 
types were grouped under the category "Other Conflicts." Likewise, 
crash types not corresponding to the twelve designated types are also 
listed as "Other Crashes." Other events were also observed during data 
collection that were not specifically traffic conflicts but just reoccurring 
in nature (e.g., U-turns and traffic cutting through corner gas stations 
and convenient stores). Observers were instructed to record these 
events individually under "Recurring/Special Events." However, these 
recurring/special events recorded only for informational purposes, were 
not used in developing ratios for "other" crashes to "other" conflicts due 
to their variability and inconsistencies. Twenty categories for this data 
were established following their documentation (this listing is included 
on the database index sheet in the Appendix C). 
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V. ANALYSIS OF CRASH REPORTS 
A. Intersection Related Crashes 
There was no unique definition to "intersection-related crash" between counties and 
FOOT. For consistency in obtaining crash reports from different agencies and 
analyzing crash reports, CUTR defined this term as meaning crashes within 100 feet 
of the intersection. This distance also corresponds to the instructions given to 
observers for recording of conflicts on the near-side and far-side of intersection 
approaches. 
B. Crash Report Screening 
Crash data from county databases (SCARS - Seminole County Accident Report 
System, TARS - Traffic Accident Report System) for the most recent three-year period 
(1994, 1993, 1992) was requested for each of the 156 originally sampled 
intersections (178 total with 22 of the 156 being re-sampled). Crashes were 
recorded by type, corresponding to conflict types as discussed later in this section, 
and excluded crashes occurring at night and early morning (from 6pm to 7am), on 
Fridays and weekends, involving wet pavements, not intersection-related, and 
involving crashing into fixed objects, pedestrians, and cyclists. This screening was 
essential and is consistent with the criterion of the national tables. To avoid unusual 
conflict counts due to changes in holiday traffic at different intersections, crashes 
occurring on national holidays (21 national holidays over the 3-year period) were also 
screened out. 
Using the information on direction, movement, location and contributing causes of 
the crash reports, each crash was then classified to correlate with the corresponding 
twelve conflict types observed. The selected crashes were included in the main data 
base. About 31.5% of the total number of crashes were used for this analysis 
(following the "screening" process) in the five-county area. 
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An overall database (in Appendix C) was developed to include conflict counts and 
crash data of every sampled intersection. For each intersection, the database also 
included county, intersection street types (i.e., local, state, or federal), intersection 
type, observation period (am or pm), physical information (e.g., curb and gutter, 
pavement striping, right and left turn lanes etc.), amount of out of state/county 
plates, truck volume and traffic volume (a subjective observation of "low", 
"medium", and "high"). 
C. Problems Encountered and Remedies Utilized 
During the crash report analysis period, several problems were encountered that had 
to be remedied to complete the crash analysis. These problems, not listed in the order 
of importance, are documented below. 
a. Since Hillsborough County does not utilize the SCARS crash software for 
reporting, CUTR had to rely on the Hillsborough County Sheriffs Office 
to provided the required customized crash summary information for the 
50 intersections randomly selected in Hillsborough County. CUTR did 
not receive this 3-year file from the Sheriffs Office until August 23, 
1995 and it could not be screened by the Sheriffs Office data 
management staff to include only the 50 intersections of concern. 
Therefore, this massive database (approximately 25 megabytes) was 
screened by CUTR for further analysis, and selected only the crash 
reports required at the 50 intersections. 
b. Also, upon inspection of the Manatee County crash summary reports 
provided by the County, it was found that no crashes were recorded for 
a 5-month period in 1992 and 1993. This omission was rectified by the 
County, and the expanded crash reports were screened as before. 
c. In two crash reports from Hillsborough County, there was conflicting 
information on movements (before the crashes) of the vehicles involved 
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in the crashes and/or traffic signal phase (red, yellow or green). 
Therefore, the vehicle with the right of way and the resulting conflict 
type were difficult to determine. Since the conflict type could not be 
accurately determined, these crashes were removed from the analysis. 
d. At signalized intersections, some crashes had occurred when a through 
vehicle ran on red while the opposing left turn traffic had a green arrow. 
Since there was no corresponding conflict type, these crashes were 
listed as 'other crash type.' 
e. While analyzing crash reports, two intersections in Hillsborough County, 
were noted to have recently undergone capacity improvements (from 
unsignalized to signalized). Because of these recent capacity 
improvements, the two intersections were removed from further 
analysis. 
VI. ANALYSIS OF CONFLICT AND CRASH DATA 
A. Analysis of Conflict Data 
The conflict data, once it had been collected according to the procedures described 
in pages 12-13, had to be compiled to make it suitable for analysis and interpretation. 
This section deals with preparing the data for analysis and giving guidelines to 
identifying intersections with unusually high conflict counts. 
Identification of Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
Background 
The data presented in the Florida Conflict Tables is the result of a research project 
that encompassed gathering conflict observations for 178 intersections within a five-
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county region of Florida. Conflicts were observed for each of thirteen conflict types. 
These counts were then combined into two more categories (fifteen total conflict 
types), same-direction conflicts (summing counts from conflict types one through 
four) and through-cross-traffic (summing count from conflict types seven and ten). 
Once these 2,670 (178 intersection x 15 conflict types) conflict values were found 
they were combined according to the intersection type from which they were 
sampled. The intersection types were classified based on three characteristics as 
described earlier: number of legs (3 or 4), signalization (signalized or unsignalized), 
and laneage (2x2, 2x4, etc.). 
The intersections were then analyzed within the intersection groupings. For each 
intersection grouping, values for the mean and variance of the conflicts were obtained 
for each conflict type. These values were then used in conjunction with the Gamma 
probability distribution (as developed by the national [Kansas City-based] study and 
confirmed in this study) to determine the 90th and 95th percentiles of the conflict 
distributions. 
Calculation of 90th and 95th Percentiles of Conflicts 
The 90th and 95th percentiles of conflicts for the tables listed in Appendix D were 
calculated as follows. 
The 90th percentile (C90) for the conflict data is found using the following formula: 
Cso = Xso2 I A 
where, X9/ is the 90th percentile of the chi-squared distribution with 
v [ = (2 x mean2)/variance] degrees of freedom 
A = 2 x (mean/variance) 
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Note: Calculations of all similarly grouped conflicts and intersection types yield 
the conflict means and variances shown in the conflict tables. These 
values are used in the above calculations. 
Example: Assume that we are interested in finding the 90th percentile for the 
number of right-turn same direction conflicts observed at a signalized 4-
legged 2x2 intersection (classified as S4A). 
From table D.1, we find: 
mean = 16.82 
variance= 210. 76 
Therefore, 
V = (2 X 16.822) /210.76 = 2.685 
A = 2 X (16.82/210. 76) = 0.1596 
Using a computer package, we find X9/ = 5. 74745 
The 90th percentile for the conflict amounts is 
C90 = 5. 74745/0.1596 = 36.01 
The 95th percentile (C95) for the conflict data is found using the following formula: 
where, X9l is the 95th percentile of the chi-squared distribution with 
v [ = (2 x mean2)/variance] degrees of freedom 
A = 2 x (mean/variance) 
Note: Calculations of all similarly grouped conflicts and intersection types yield 
the conflict means and variances shown in the conflict tables. These 
values are used in the above calculations. 
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Example: Assume we are interested in finding the 95th percentile for the number 
of right-turn same direction conflicts observed at a signalized 4-legged 
2x2 intersection (classified as S4A). 
From table D.1, we find: 
mean = 16.82 
variance= 210. 76 
Therefore, 
V = (2 X 16.822) /210.76 = 2.685 
A= 2 X (16.82/210.76) = 0.1596 
Using a computer package, we find X952 = 7 .25922 
The 95th percentile for the conflict amounts is 
C95 = 7.25922 /0.1596 = 45.48 
Tables D.1-D.15, in Appendix D report mean, variance, 90th and 95th percentiles for 
the 4-hour conflict observation period (with 2 hours per leg) for each conflict type for 
the fifteen different intersection types. 
Using the Florida Conflict Tables 
The first step in using the tables provided is to classify the subject intersection 
according to the number of legs, signalization, and laneage. Use the sampling 
procedures described earlier in this report to sample conflict counts from the subject 
intersection and compute the total counts for the conflicts observed at all of the 
intersection legs. Compare these total counts with the Florida Conflict Counts found 
in the appropriate table (intersection type). If the conflict counts exceed the 90th 
and/or 95th percentile values given for the subject intersections type, this would be 
considered an abnormally high number of conflicts. 
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A Word of Caution 
The data in the Florida Conflict Tables are a result of the 178 intersections sampled 
in the five-county region of west-central Florida. The sampling was done according 
to the specifications set forth in pages 7-9. The data were collected on weekdays 
(Monday through Thursday), on dry pavement, and do not include secondary 
conflicts. 
When using the Florida Conflict Tables, the traffic safety analyst should make sure 
that the sampling procedures outlined in this document are followed precisely. Also, 
the data should be analyzed as described above to assure comparable results. 
B. Crash/Conflict Ratio Data 
Introduction 
In addition to analyzing the number of conflicts arising at the intersections sampled 
in this study, the three-year (1992-1994) crash history for each intersection was also 
analyzed. This three-year crash history was researched to find the list of crashes that 
corresponded to our sampling procedure (i.e., Monday through Thursday, daytime, 
dry pavement crashes). These crashes were then classified according to the conflict 
types explained earlier. The result of the crash research was a listing of crashes 
caused by each of the thirteen conflict types for each of the 178 sampled 
intersections. 
Before combining the crash data with the conflict data adjusting the conflict data to 
represent three years of weekday and non-holiday conflicts was necessary. Together, 
the crash and conflict data was then used to create a crash/conflict ratio for the 
thirteen conflict types for each intersection. Again, this data was sorted and analyzed 
by intersection type yielding the means and variances for the crash/conflict ratios of 
tables E.1-E.15 in Appendix E. Once the conflict counts have been observed, this 
data can be used to estimate crashes at a specific intersection. 
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Using the Crash/Conflict Tables to Predict Crashes 
Crash/Conflict Ratio tables (tables E.1-E.15 in Appendix E) have been developed for 
each of the intersection types used in this report. These tables can be used to predict 
the yearly number of crashes at the intersection attributable to each of the conflict 
types. To generate these estimates, follow the five-step procedure detailed below: 
1 . Identify intersection grouping according to number of legs (three or four), 
signalization (signalized or unsignalized), and laneage (2x2, 2x4, etc.). 
2. Observe conflict counts for the subject intersection following procedures 
detailed in pages 12-13 of this report. To find the total conflict count for each 
conflict type, add conflict counts for each conflict type during an observation 
period of two hours per intersection leg. This total conflict count would equate 
to a 4-hour conflict count observation for each intersection. 
3. The estimate of the yearly (days including only Monday through Thursday, non-
holiday, and during daylight hours [7am to 6pm]) number of crashes for a 
particular conflict type is 
YO = Conflict Count x Constant A 
where, Constant A = 201 x 5.5 x (mean of crash/conflict ratio). The 
value 201 is the number of non-holiday weekdays (Monday through 
Thursday) in a typical 365 day year (i.e., [365x4/7]-7 = 201), and value 
5.5 is to extrapolate a two-hour count to an eleven-hour day count. The 
Constant A can be obtained from tables E.1-E.15. 
4. The variance associated with this estimate is 
Var (Y0 ) = Constant B + [(Conflict Count) 2 x Constant C] 
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where, Constant B = var(conflict} x var(crash/conflict ratio}+ (mean of 
crash/conflict ratio} 2 x var(conflict). Constants B and C can be obtained 
from tables E.1-E.15. 
5. A 95th percentile reliable estimate for the number of crashes caused by the 
specific conflict type is found using 
To illustrate with an example, we will assume that we are observing conflicts 
at an intersection that is a signalized four-legged 2x2 intersection (classified as 
S4A). We also assume that 50 right-turn same direction conflicts were 
observed during the total 4-hour observation period. 
Comparing this value to the 95th percentile of table D.1 indicates that this 
would be most conflict to observe (since 50 > 45 .49). 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B Constant C 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00751 0.28743 0.00062 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.02516 1.23874 0.00071 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.02066 0.00140 0.00342 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.00728 0.01211 0.00024 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.01377 0.00140 0.00152 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.05510 0.00193 0.01822 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.03926 0.01739 0.00374 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00003 0.00001 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00015 0.00000 0.00000 
Figure 1. (Table E.1) Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio for Intersection Type S4A 
27 
The estimated yearly crashes of conflict type four are 
YO = 50 X 0.00801 = 0.4005 
The variance associated with this estimate is 
Var(Y0 ) = 0.08567 + [502 x 0.00034] = 0.936 
The 95th percentile reliable estimate for the yearly range of crash numbers 
caused by this specific conflict type is 
0.4005 ± 2 ✓0.936 = 0.4005 ± 1.935 ➔ (-1.53,2.34) 
In this example Y0 is less than 2[Var(Y0 )]Y'. Therefore, the range has a negative 
value. Since the number of crashes cannot be less than zero, the possible 
range of the crash numbers should be from 0 to 2. Therefore, the calculation 
estimates that zero to two right-turn same direction crashes most likely will 
occur (with a 95-percent confidence) at the intersection during a one-year 
period. Even though this reflects crashes during a 201-day year (Monday 
through Thursday and from 7am to 6pm), this provides a basis for comparing 
intersection safety and operational problems. 
VII. COMPARISON OF FLORIDA TABLES AND NATIONAL TABLES 
Introduction 
The main emphasis of this project is to accomplish the following two objectives: 
1 . Create a set of conflict and crash/conflict ratio tables that are applicable 
to the intersections within the state of Florida. 
2. Create a set of tables that are relatively easy to use in practice. 
28 
The first of these two objectives was considered when defining the five-county area 
from which the sampled intersections were selected. A thorough discussion of the 
sampling procedure used to accomplish this objective can be found in pages 7-9. 
A. Intersection Classifications 
As described earlier, the fifteen intersection classifications used in this study can be 
described using the following three variables: number of legs (three or four), 
signalization (signalized or unsignalized) and laneage (2x2, 2x4, 4x4, etc). This 
classification technique was chosen to aid in objective number two listed above. The 
classification of an intersection can be easily determined simply by examining the 
intersection that is to be studied. Unlike the national (Kansas City-based) study, no 
daily volume counts need to be known in order to know which tables apply to a 
particular intersection. This enables easy use of the tables included in this report. 
The intersection laneage was converted into daily traffic volumes just for comparison 
of the national and Florida-based tables. The first step in conversion included a careful 
analysis of the adjacent land use (from intersection sketches as discussed in page 14) 
of each quadrant at the intersection. When every quadrant's (four in 4-leg and three 
in 3-leg intersections) land use was residential, the intersection was classified as 
Group 1 (neighborhood or less than 10,000 daily approach volume). All the other 
intersections were grouped into either urban or rural depending on the location in 
each county/town and presence of curb and gutter (presence indicated intersection 
as urban). The FOOT Level-of-Service Manual and Highway Capacity Manual was 
then used to facilitate the conversion of laneage categories of urban and rural 
intersections into the equivalent volume categories. Intersections in urban areas were 
assumed to be LOS-0 and intersections in rural areas were assumed to be LOS-C. 
The FOOT-LOS tables provide average annual daily traffic (AAOT) volume for different 
roadway sections. This traffic volume information was used to estimate the total 
approach volume at intersections and group into corresponding traffic volume 
thresholds. For example, consider two intersecting state roads in an urban area. Let 
us assume that the intersection type is S4A (signalized 4-leg 2x2 laneage). The table 
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E-1 (FDOT-LOS Standards Manual on page E1) lists AADT for one section of the state 
road as 11,600 vehicles per day. Therefore, approach volume at the intersection is 
twice that amount (2x11,600 = 23,200). This intersection can be classified as Group 
2 ( 10,000-25,000 vehicles per day) intersection. 
Group 1 (2,500-10,000) includes all "neighborhood intersections" (e.g., S4A, S3A, 
U4A, and U3A intersections located within neighborhood areas); Group 2 (10,000-
25,000) include all intersections classified as S4A, S3A, U4A, and U3A; and Group 
3 (greater than 25,000) include all intersections classified as S4B, S4C, S4D, S4E, 
S3B, S3C, S3D, U4B, U4C, U3B, and U3C. Table 3 shows the intersections sampled 
and group type by volume thresholds. 
Table 3 - Sampled Intersection Types and Intersection Volume Threshold Groups 
Intersection type Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Total 
(2,500-10,000) (10,000-25,000) (>25,000) 
S3A, S38, S3C, S3D 3 10 33 46 
U3A,U38, U3C 8 4 26 38 
S4A,S4B, S4C,S4D,S4E 3 8 47 58 
U4A, U48, U4C 10 2 24 36 
Total 24 24 130 178 
B. Data Collection 
The manner in which data at a particular intersection was collected was designed to 
minimize the expense and the use of field personnel. To study a particular 
intersection, each leg of the intersection should be sampled for a two-hour period as 
described earlier. For three-leg intersections, there should be six hours of data 
collection. For four-leg intersections, eight hours of data should be collected (See 
pages 12-13 for more details concerning data collection of a particular intersection). 
Working in two-person teams, the data necessary to study a specific intersection 
would require a maximum of four hours (i.e., eight man-hours) to collect. This should 
allow specific intersections to be studied with a minimum of personnel and cost. 
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C. Comparison of the Florida and National Studies 
Variable Comparisons 
To satisfy both of the objectives listed above, it was determined to design a study 
that maximized the information that could be obtained while also maximizing the 
practical usefulness of the results. These two issues, obviously, conflict. The more 
complicated the design, the more information could be obtained while sacrificing the 
usefulness aspect. Conversely, a simple design that was extremely easy to use 
would not provide the necessary information desired. 
It was here that the information contained in the national (Kansas City-based) study 
was used to obtain guidelines as to what factors, or variables, affected conflicts. The 
national (Kansas City-based) study used the number of legs, signalization, and total 
daily volume of an intersection as the variables used to classify intersections. 
Because this last variable is not easily available for all intersections, the Florida-based 
study used the number of through lanes for each roadway. 
It was hoped that the laneage variable used in the Florida-based study would 
substitute the daily volume variable of the national (Kansas City-based) study. Before 
recommending to use the laneage variable in practice, however, evaluating the 
effectiveness of this variable is necessary. 
The conflict counts from the Florida intersection classifications were grouped 
according to intersection type and analyzed using standard Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) procedures. These procedures are defined in any introductory statistics 
text book. ANOV A procedures allow comparison of the conflicts after grouping the 
intersections by the three classification variables (signalization, number of legs, and 
laneage). This enables one to determine statistically (i.e., with a measure of 
confidence), which classification variables are necessary to use when classifying 
intersections. For instance, these analyses will determine if all three of these 
variables are necessary, or if using just number of legs and signalization is sufficient 
for determining conflicts. If using just number of legs and signalization is sufficient, 
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then the laneage variable could be dropped from the analysis as it would not add 
significant information when determining conflict counts. Obviously, if this were the 
case, the procedure would become much easier and the intersection groupings and 
analysis would simplify. 
The AN OVA procedures indicated (p < .05, i.e., within a 95 percent level of 
confidence) that the three intersection classification variables used were .all significant 
variables when determining conflict counts at Florida intersections. The conclusion 
drawn from this result is that all three-intersection classification variables (number of 
legs, signalization, and laneage) are necessary when trying to determine conflicts at 
Florida intersections. Specifically of interest, the laneage variable cannot be ignored 
when counting conflicts at Florida intersections. 
The next step in evaluating the laneage variable is to determine if conflict information 
is lost by eliminating the daily volume variable used in the national (Kansas City-
based) study. To accomplish this, within each Florida intersection type (consisting 
of the number of legs, signalization, and laneage), the daily volumes were determined 
for each intersection as described on pages 29-30. The daily volumes were then 
categorized using the three categories corresponding to the national tables: 2,500 -
10,000, 10,000 - 25,000, and more than 25,000 vehicles per day. 
This data was again subjected to standard ANOVA procedures to determine if the 
newly created daily volume variable added information concerning conflict counts at 
Florida intersections. This analysis was performed for all fifteen intersection types 
and for each of the conflict types presented earlier. 
The analysis looked for statistical evidence to indicate that the daily volumes of the 
intersections provided additional information about the number of conflicts at the 
intersection. Not once in all of the analyses studied did the daily volume variable 
contribute additional information for estimating conflicts at Florida intersections. The 
practical result of this analysis is that the daily volume variable can be ignored when 
the signalization, number of legs, and laneage variables are used to type intersections 
in Florida conflict analysis. 
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It was shown that the laneage variable is useful in determining the conflicts at Florida 
intersections. It was also shown that when the laneage variable is used, the daily 
volume of the intersection is not needed in the conflict analysis of an intersection. 
The conclusion drawn from this is that the laneage variable used in the Florida-based 
study serves as a replacement for the daily volume variable used in the national 
(Kansas City-based) study. The added benefit is that the laneage variable is a much 
simpler variable to use in practice and should add to the ability to use the conflict and 
crash/conflict ratio tables. 
Data Comparisons 
To compare the Florida and national studies, the intersections sampled in the Florida-
based study were reclassified using the techniques of the national (Kansas City-
based) study. The results are shown in tables 4-7. Due to lack of adequate samples 
(less than 8 intersections), Group 2 unsignalized four-legged intersections were not 
compared. It is important to note that these conflict counts represent the total 
number of conflicts for all the legs of the intersection adjusted for an eleven-hour day. 
(Note: For unsignalized intersections, the Florida data was changed to compare with 
the national (Kansas City-based) study. Data include only those conflicts and crashes 
recorded on two-intersection (two-way stops) approach legs with right-of-way). 
The goal of this data comparison section was to determine what differences exist, if 
any, between the Florida and national data. There are two statistical procedures 
available to make broad conclusions of this type that will provide a measure of 
reliability (i.e., confidence level) to the results. The first procedure involves using the 
sample summary information from the data (i.e., means, standard deviations, sample 
sizes, etc.) to make comparisons of the corresponding population information. The 
second procedure uses the actual data corresponding to individual intersections and 
compares the data from one sample to that of the other. This comparison can yield 
results that make statements concerning the populations in question. Both of these 
procedures yield results that can be quantified with a measure of reliability. 
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The data from the Florida-based study can be used in both raw (individual 
observations) and summary (means, standard deviations, etc.) form. The data from 
the national (Kansas City-based) study, however, is available only in summary form. 
Any type of procedure, therefore, that requires individual observations cannot be used 
to compare the two studies. 
The only option to make the desired comparisons is to use the procedures that utilize 
the summary data that is available (conflict means and variances) from both the 
Florida and the national (Kansas City-based) study. These procedures require an 
assumption about the populations that are being sampled from when the number of 
items (intersections) being sampled is small (n < 30, as in both studies). The 
assumption is that both populations sampled follow an approximate normal probability 
distribution (i.e., a bell-shaped curve). Unfortunately, the assumption that the conflict 
data follows a normal distribution is incorrect. It is known that the conflict data does 
not follow a normal distribution. Therefore, this assumption is invalid and does not 
allow statistically significant comparisons to be made. 
The result of our failure to make the desired comparisons is that no reliable 
comparisons can be made between the two studies. The only comparisons that can 
be made will lack the reliability component and should be used carefully. However, 
the following generalizations in the data presented in tables 4-7 are summarized 
below. (Caution: These generalizations have no measure of reliability attached to 
them). 
• The conflict types appear to have greater variation in the Florida-based study 
than in the national (Kansas City-based) study. 
• The mean crash/conflict ratios that can be compared (table 7) indicate that 
these ratios are lower in the Florida-based study than in the national (Kansas 
City-based) study for all types of collisions compared. 
• The variations associated with the crash/conflict ratios are lower for the 
Florida-based study than the national (Kansas City-based) study for all types 
of collisions compared. 
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Table 4 - Comparison of National and Florida Tables: Signalized, 4-Legged, 
10,000 - 25,000 Daily Volume (National table values shown in bold) 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 63.25 9005.86 175.23 253.36 
134.72 10298.3 270.00 340.00 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 220.69 28603.00 445.96 551.27 
377.94 4928.9 470.00 500.00 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.00 0.00 - -
7.62 52.80 17.00 22.00 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 74.94 3447.96 153.06 189.94 
124.48 2445.10 190.00 220.00 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 44.69 1378.00 93.91 117.76 
29.06 211.20 49.00 56.00 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.38 6.48 4.07 6.35 
0.46 0.47 1.30 1.90 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 2.06 34.03 5.91 11. 71 
0.29 0.24 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 1.38 6.48 4.07 6.35 
0.33 0.19 0.80 1.10 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 4.81 47.00 13.06 18.58 
0.52 0.13 1.00 1.2 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.69 3.78 1.97 3.90 
0.23 0.12 0.70 1.00 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 34.38 689.27 69.35 85.68 
3.71 2.84 6.00 7.00 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 2.75 17.29 7.64 11.07 
0.09 0.06 - -
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 4.81 64.28 13.83 20.72 
+ + + + 
1 through 4, Same direction 358.88 78310.77 731.30 906.72 
644.76 25338.40 860.00 930.00 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 2.75 34.57 8.31 13.83 
0.52 0.22 1.11 1.40 
Note: - these conflict types are so rare that any number observed at an intersection 
should be considered abnormal. 
* no collected data in the national tables 
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Table 5 - Comparison of National and Florida Tables: Signalized, 4-Legged, 
More than 25,000 Daily volume (National table values shown in bold} 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 9 5th Percentile 
1. Left-turn, Same direction 51.02 4224.09 131.90 181.83 
83.64 11613.70 265.00 360.00 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 229.83 16587.44 402.53 474.20 
669.05 23994.70 870.0 940.00 
3. Lane change, Same direction 38.73 2092.45 96.68 130.70 
18.21 160.60 35.00 43.00 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 144.29 28561.54 358.74 484.00 
218.63 7587.50 470.00 510.00 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 17.67 429.99 43.97 59.35 
22.00 377.70 48.00 60.00 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.59 10.83 0.39 2.37 
0.63 0.82 1.70 2.50 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.47 3.72 0.86 2.61 
0.14 0.14 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.23 2.57 0.05 0.59 
0.06 0.02 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.59 4.25 1.39 3.40 
0.42 0.26 1.10 1.40 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.23 1.26 0.29 1.17 
0.29 0.22 - -
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 13.81 456.21 38.70 56.51 
2.60 2.27 4.60 5.40 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 4.80 145.49 14.32 26.12 
0.23 0.12 - -
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 8.89 692.53 24.84 51.05 
* * * * 
1 through 4, Same direction 463.87 100851.23 888.62 1078.15 
989.53 67198.40 1340.00 1460.00 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.70 4.76 1.90 4.07 
0.43 0.34 1.10 1.50 
Note: - these conflict types are so rare that any number observed at an intersection 
should be considered abnormal. 
* no collected data in the national tables 
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Table 6 - Comparison of National and Florida Tables: Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 
2,500 - 10,000 Daily Volume (National table values shown in bold) 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 14.67 854.56 44.00 70.85 
70.65 9648.20 110.00 130.00 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 33.00 2548.56 92.10 134.00 
101.86 9648.20 225.00 295.00 
3. Lane change, Same direction 2.44 31.09 7.39 12.73 
0.11 0.05 - -
4. Right-turn, Same direction 15.89 555.42 43.82 63.14 
57.91 2197.30 120.00 150.00 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 4.89 101.67 14.73 24.10 
3.64 8.30 7.50 9.00 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 7.92 273.09 23.96 39.35 
3.37 7.79 7.00 9.00 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.61 3.36 1.69 3.52 
6.70 42.00 1.50 19.00 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
0.57 0.83 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 2.44 31.09 7.39 12.73 
4.99 72.70 16.00 23.00 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 2.44 53.78 6.77 14.07 
5.23 11.60 10.00 12.00 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 3.67 37.81 10.56 15.86 
5.55 12.10 10.00 12.00 
1 3. Conflicts other than 1 through 1 2 0.00 0.00 - -
+ + + + 
1 through 4, Same direction 66.00 9710.25 182.50 263.47 
230.52 17929.20 410.00 490.00 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 3.06 84.03 8.46 17.59 
11.93 75.20 24.00 29.00 
Note: - these conflict types are so rare that any number observed at an intersection 
should be considered abnormal. 
* no collected data in the national tables 
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Table 7 - Comparison of Crash/Conflict Ratios for National and Florida Tables 
(National table values shown in bold) 
Type of Collision Total Daily Number of Mean Standard 
Volume Intersections Crash/Conflict Deviation 
Ratio 
Same Direction > 25,000 47 0.088x10·6 0.091x10·6 
12 1.428x10·5 1.500x10·6 
Same Direction 10,000 - 25,000 8 0.031x1Q·5 0.039x10"6 
14 2.663x10"6 3.703x10·6 
Opposing Left-Turn > 25,000 37 235.872x1 o-e 292.372x1 o-e 
12 671.087x10"6 1002.990x1 o-s 
Opposing Left-Turn 10,000 - 25,000 7 9.409x10·5 16.272x10"6 
14 184.906x1 o-s 187 .500x1 o-s 
VIII. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
During the traffic conflict study, CUTR has reached the following findings. 
1. The five-county area (Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Polk, and Sarasota) 
adequately represents the conditions of Florida intersections. 
2. Traffic conflicts were classified in to 12 basic traffic conflict types and "other 
events" conflict type. Of these, same direction conflicts are the most common 
despite the intersection type (i.e., whether signalized or not, number of legs 
3/4, or laneage). This finding is in accordance with the national tables. 
3. Cross traffic conflicts at signalized intersections can occur only if a driver 
violates the red light. Therefore, cross traffic conflicts at unsignalized 
intersections occur much more frequently than at signalized intersections. 
4. Since only the "reported" intersection related crashes were used in developing 
the Florida-based tables, the number of actual crashes may be higher than 
what is estimated from tables. 
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5. "Intersection related" crashes are best defined as crashes that occur within the 
intersection itself and within an area up to 100-feet away from the intersection 
on each leg. 
6. An estimate of the expected number of crashes of a specific type and for a 
specific intersection type can now be computed from data gathered in a field 
study. The expected number of crashes (D0 ) is given by the multiplication of 
conflict rate (C 0 ) and crash/conflict ratio (R0 ) 
D =CR 
0 O 0 
7. Statistical tests performed on the collected conflict data shows that laneage at 
intersections can effectively be substituted for approach volume thresholds. 
8. The conflict types appear to have greater variation in the Florida-based study 
than in the national (Kansas City-based) study. The following variations were 
observed during the comparison. 
• The mean crash/conflict ratios that can be compared (Table 7) indicate 
that these ratios are lower in the Florida-based study than in the national 
(Kansas City-based) study for all types of collisions compared. 
• The variations associated with the crash/conflict ratios are lower for the 
Florida-based study than the national (Kansas City-based) study for all 
types of collisions compared. 
9. The rate of traffic conflicts can be used to provide measures of safety 
effectiveness only for the specific conflict types and intersection categories 
mentioned in this report. 
10. The conflict and crash estimates are valid for weekday (Monday through 
Thursday and excluding any national holidays) from 7am to 6pm under dry 
pavement conditions. 
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11. If the 4-hour conflict count at an intersection exceeds the 90th (or 95th) 
percentile values given in tables D.1 through D.15, it should be interpreted that 
the intersection has an unusual safety (or operational) problem. 
IX. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the research findings of this study, CUTR recommends traffic safety 
analysts to estimate the expected crashes for intersections in Florida using the 
Florida-based tables. Traffic conflict surveys should be performed according to the 
proQedures described in the FHWA reports (Bibliography 2 and 3) and this report. 
However, the applicability and accuracy of these tables should be further investigated 
for other urban and rural areas/counties both inside and outside the five-county study 
area. The applicability of the Florida-based tables during the tourist season 
(November through April) should also be investigated for any abnormal deviations of 
the developed conflict and crash/conflict ratio. CUTR also recommends investigating 
the conflict and crash/conflict relationship during times when drivers are in a "non-
typical environment" (e.g., wet pavement conditions, nighttime, weekend, and 
holidays). Finally, given the robust data base (Appendix C) of surveyed intersection 
characteristics, additional cross-relevances can be developed (For example, an 
examination of crash/conflict ratios for protected left-turn, 2x4 intersection). 
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Appendix A. 
Comparison of the Five-county Area with the State of Florida 
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Appendix B. 
Distribution of Surveyed Intersections in Five-county Area 
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INDIVIDUAL INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 
Map Database Intersection At Type 
# List# 
1 397 41 Hw & Crenshaw Lake Rd. S4A 
2 219 Harney Rd. & Sligh Ave. S4A 
3 204 50th St. & Palm River Rd. S4B 
4 17 56th St. & Sligh Ave. S4B 
5 150 60 HW & 78th St. S4B 
6 280 Hillsborough Ave. & Hoover Blvd. S4B 
7 50 Dale Mabry Hw. & Humphrey St. S4C 
8 761 Dale Mabry Hwy & N. Vig Dr. S4C 
9 158 Hillsborough Ave. & George Rd. S4C 
10 94 Hillsborough Ave. & Webb Rd. S4C 
11 85 39 HW & 60 HW S4D 
12 67 50th St. & Causeway Blvd. S4E 
13 10 Bruce B. Downs Blvd. & Fletcher Ave. S4E 
14 54 Dale Mabry Hw & Ehrlich Rd. S4E 
15 322 Dale Mabry Hw. & N. Lakeview Dr. S4E 
16 5 Dale Mabry Hw. & Waters Ave. S4E 
17 8 Hillsborough Ave. & Memorial HW S4E 
18 258 301 HW & Fowler Ave. S3A 
19 400 50th St. & Port Sutton Rd. S3A 
20 136 Casey Rd. & Gunn HW S3B 
21 161 Kelly Rd. & Memorial HW S3B 
22 115 Ehrlich Rd. & Turner Rd. S3B 
23 228 301 HW & Balm Riverview Rd. S3C 
24 106 Hillsborough Ave. & Kelly Rd. S3C 
?Fi o-:i uo11 •" .. inh Ave JI., ~ Rrl c::-:ir 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY (Continued) 
Map Database Intersection At Type 
# List# 
26 346 41 HW & Apollo Beach Blvd. S3D 
27 264 56th St. & Fletcher Ave. S3D 
28 2256 Gunn Hwy. & Himes Ave. S3D 
29 1438 36th Ave. & Maydell Dr. U4A 
30 2646 Pebble Creek Dr. & Regents Park Dr. U4A 
31 654 Valrico Rd. & Wheeler Rd. U4A 
32 C 20th St. & E. Fletcher Ave. U4B 
33 566 60 Hwy & Smith Ryals Rd. U4B 
34 d Fletcher Ave. E & 19th St. U4B 
35 125 60 HW & Moon Ave. U4C 
36 a Dale Mabry Hw. & Hamilton Ave. U4C 
37 b Dale Mabry Hw. & Sligh Ave. U4C 
38 732 Bloomingdale Ave. & Holland Dr. U3A 
39 1674 Armor Dr. & Holloway Rd. U3A 
40 1929 Clwd Meadows Dr. & Ridge Stone Dr. U3A 
41 909 41 Hwy & Pembroke Rd. U3B 
42 782 Fletcher Ave. & Reseda Ct. U3B 
A.~ ?RO.d ().,,I, Tr::if'A w\/ R, W::itAr<:. /1 .,o. 11-::ir 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM MANATEE COUNTY 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# List# 
44 182 18710 9th Ave. W & 26th St. W S4A 
45 430 15493 9th Ave. W. & 39th St. W S4A 
46 24 762 51st St. W. & SR 684 (44th Ave. W) S4B 
47 9 493 9th St. E. & Oneco Rd. (53rd Ave. E) S4B 
48 102 522 US 301 & CR 683 (Ellenton Gillette Rd) S4B 
49 246 1734 30th Ave. E. & US 301 (SR 683) S4B 
50 31 889 9th St. E. & 301 Blvd. S4B 
51 75 1427 49th St. E (Experimental Farm Rd) & US 41 S4C 
52 46 912 69th Ave. W & US41 (SR 45) S4C 
53 83 1184 43rd St. W & SR 64 (Manatee Ave.) S4C 
54 20 927 Orlando Ave. & US 41 (SR 45) S4C 
55 44 1215 301 Blvd. & US 41 (1st St.) S4D 
56 29 1165 75th St. W & SR 64 (Manatee Ave.) S4E 
57 4 770 26th St. W & SR 684 (44th Ave. W) S4E 
58 8 917 Bayshore Gardens Pky & 14th St. W (US 41) S4E 
59 225 1078 SR 684 (Cortez Rd.) & SR 789 (Gulf Rd.) S3A 
60 313 9553 Palm Dr. (Marina Dr.) & Gu.If Dr. S3A 
61 126 642 57th St. E & SR 64 (Bradenton Harcadia Rd.) S3B 
62 274 831 60th Ave. E. & US 301 (SR 43) S3C 
63 330 - US 41 ( 14th St. W) & Florida Blvd. S3C 
64 1237 19560 18th Ave. W. & 39th St. W. U4A 
65 1204 15808 18th St. W. & 48th Ave. W. U4A 
66 602 16133 26th Ave. W. & 51st St. W. U4A 
67 350 15907 21st Ave. W. & 34th St. W. U4A 
nR ~~~ Q!:;?fi ?nth AvA W Rt 1 nth ~t W ISnAad~ lslomrl Dr I 114A 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM MANATEE COUNTY (Continued) 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# list# 
69 244 1193 32nd St. W. & SR 64 (Manatee Ave.) U4B 
70 272 1774 10th St. W. & US 41 Bus (8th Ave. W) U4B 
71 825 1292 50th St. W & US 19 (SR 55) U4B 
72 185 1773 26th Ave. W & US 41 Bus (14th Ave. W) U4B 
73 a 941 1st St. (US 41) & 32nd Ave. E. U4C 
74 1880 40473 Holmes Blvd. (HB) & SR 789 U3A 
75 1201 30649 13th St. W. & 13th Ave. W. U3A 
76 1130 31156 27th St. E. & 30th Ave. E. U3A 
77 160 1411 21st St. W & US 41 Bus U3B 
78 593 31953 Bayshore Gardens Pkwy & Columbia Dr. U3B 
79 577 31024 26th St. W. & 52nd Ave. Ter. W. U3B 
80 661 739 99th St. W & SR 684 (Cortez Rd) U3B 
81 547 957 10th Ave. W. & U.S. 41 Bus U3B 
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Pasco County Surveyed Intersections 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM PASCO COUNTY 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# List# 
83 78 10163 Plathe Rd. & CR 77 (Rowan Rd.) S4A 
84 85 10311 SR 54 & Coates Rd. S4A 
85 54 10043 Holiday Lake Dr. & ALT 19 S4A 
86 485 10562 US 19 & Bonita Dr. S4C 
87 17 6000 US 19 & CR 518 (Trouble Creek Rd.) S4C 
88 2 6003 US 19 & Main St. NPR S4E 
89 89 10206 Ridge Rd. & Bass Lake Dr. S3A 
90 726 10874 Fairfax Dr. & CR 77 (Regency Park Blvd.) U4A 
91 153 60091 US 19 & Palmetto Rd. NPR U4C 
92 64 10511 US 19 & Bartelt Rd. U4C 
93 1244 10287 Sugar Creek Blvd & Knoll Brook Ln. U3A 
94 176 10007 SR 52 & Pine Forest Dr. U3A 
95 169 10390 Moon Lake Rd. & Lacey Dr. U3A 
96 1098 10959 Mahogany Dr. & Colony Rd. U3A 
97 770 10930 Parkway Blvd. & Geneva Rd. U3A 
98 119 10236 US 1 9 & Bougenville Dr. U3C 
99 135 10444 US 19 & Bolton Ave. U3C 
100 158 10134 US 19 & Coventry Dr. U3C 
101 895 11097 US 19 & Edna Ave. U3C 
102 1456 11174 US 19 & Oakley Ave. U3C 
103 83 70005 Washington St. & US 19 U3C 
104 14R 101A? II~ 1Q R, I n11ic:: Auo 11~(" 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM POLK COUNTY 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# List# 
105 69 548 SR 37 & Parker St. S4A 
106 150 5003 County Line Rd. & US 92 (New Tampa HW) S4A 
107 51 477 Chestnut Rd. & Memorial Blvd. S4B 
108 126 1534 US 27 & Polk City Rd. S4B 
109 15 342 SR 37 & SR 60 S4D 
110 148 2185 Sikes Blvd. & Lime St. W (City) S4D 
111 87 799 Ingraham Ave. N & E. Main St. S4D 
112 85 712 Hollingsworth Rd. & Bartow HW (Bartow Rd) S4D 
113 9 186 US 27 & Waverly Rd. (Cypress Gardens Rd.) S4D 
114 144 1998 Combee Rd. & Skyview Dr. S3A 
115 1501 3384 Polk County Pkwy & CR 37B S3A 
116 27 383 SR 37 & Pablo St. (City) S3B 
117 33 404 SR 37 & Belmar St. E S3B 
118 32 401 SR 37 & Ariana St. S3B 
119 1094 1692 Edgewood Dr. & CR 37B S3D 
120 883 1274 Bartow Rd. (US 98) & Edgewood Dr. S3D 
121 Rd. 5~7 I I~ QR & Wilrlor Rd I IAll 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM SARASOTA COUNTY 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# List# 
122 60 60203 Cattlemen Rd. & Palmer Blvd. S4A 
123 142 115 Bus 41 & Center Rd. S4A 
124 74 2281 US 41 & Center Rd. S4B 
125 41 60120 Bee Ridge Rd. & Lockwood Ridge Rd. S4C 
126 19 711 Beneva Rd. & Proctor Rd. S4D 
127 10 801 Beneva Rd. & Bahia Vista St. S4D 
128 77 60716 Center Rd. & Jacaranda Blvd. S4D 
129 9 60389 Proctor Rd. & Swift Rd. S4D 
130 18 210 Varno Rd. & US 41 S4D 
131 6 60113 Bee Ridge Rd. & Swift Rd. (Tuttle Ave.) S4E 
132 132 67974 University Pky & Lockwood Ridge Rd. S4E 
133 183 477 Midnight Pass Rd. & Beach Rd. S3A 
134 45 703 Beneva Rd. & Gulf Gate Dr. S3B 
135 135 8001 Englewood Rd. (SR 776) & Jacaranda Blvd. S3B 
136 208 60025 17th St. & Long Meadow Dr. S3B 
137 448 60119 Bee Ridge Rd. & Murdock Ave. S3C 
138 85 599 Fruitville Rd. & Lockwood Ridge Rd. S3C 
139 157 60843 Beneva Rd. & 17th St. S3D 
140 141 364 US 41 (Tamiami Trail) & General Spatz Blvd. S3D 
141 1065 68479 Olive Ave. & Lexington St. U4A 
142 206 60349 Wilkinson Rd. & Maceachen Blvd. U4A 
143 700 60261 Gulf Gate Dr .. & Regetta Cir. U4A 
144 631 10784 Bahia Vista St. & Brink Ave. U4B 
145 191 177 US 41 & Sorrento Dr. (1st St.) U4B 
1 A.fi 1,1,1 fiO!'iQ~ ., .. C:::+ fl., r"'--,,, ,;'-',;; nr ll,1R 
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INTERSECTIONS SAMPLED FROM SARASOTA COUNTY !Continued) 
Map Database Node# Intersection At Type 
# List# 
147 50 60104 Bee Ridge Rd. & School Ave. U4C 
148 1084 66906 longhorn Dr. & Mesa Way U3A 
149 490 60076 Bahia Vista St. & Bahia Vista Ct. U3B 
150 380 225 US 41 & Buccaneer Dr. U3B 
151 350 60255 Gulf Gate Dr. & Superior Ave. U3B 
152 76 60126 Bee Ridge Rd. & Maceachen Blvd. U3C 
153 117 60127 Bee Ridge Rd. & Rivera Dr. U3C 
154 399 600 Fruitville Rd. & Bailey Rd. U3C 
155 143 60137 Bee Ridge Rd. & Strathmore Blvd. U3C 
Hin ?O? Rn1~~ Roo Rirl""' Rrl R, ~ -~ Rh,rl IJ~r 
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Appendix C. 
Data Base for Conflict and Crash Data 
65 
Index for Database 
No = intersection survey serial number 
Co = county of the intersection 
1 : Hillsborough County 
4: Polk County 
2: Manatee County 
5: Sarasota County 
3: Pasco County 
LIST = intersection list number 
INT = intersection type 
DT = survey date, in the order of month and day 
TM = survey team number 
ST = intersection street type 
1 : local - local 2: state - state 
GP = intersection group type according to its traffic volume 
3: local - state 
1: AADT < 10,000 vpd 2: AADT = 10,000 - 25,000 vpd 
3: AADT > 25,000 vpd 
CF = conflict numbers for type 1 to 1 2, other conflicts, and total conflicts 
OB = observation period 
1 : in the morning 2: in the afternoon 
AF = accident numbers for type 1 to 12, other accidents, and total accidents 
PV = presence of pavement striping. 
1: yes 2: no 
CG = presence of curb and gutter 
1: yes 2: no 
CS = estimation of percentage level of out-of-state/county vehicle license plates for 
the survey period 
1: low 2: average 3: high 
TK = estimation of truck volume for the survey period. 
1: low 2: average 3: high 
TR = estimation of traffic volume for the survey period 
1: low 2: average 3: high 
RT = presence of right-turn lane 
1: none 2: some approaches 3: all approaches 
66 
LT = presence of left-turn lane 
1: none 
DI = presence of divided lanes 
1: none 
2: some approaches 3: all approaches 
2: some approaches 3: all approaches 
RE = reoccurring and special event during observation 
1 : by-pass through gas station/convince store 
2: slow vehicles due to a close intersection 
3: right turn on red 
4: slow vehicles due to office/factory/parking lot/gas station/convince store 
5: slow vehicles due to bump/dip/construction and maintenance 
6: U-turn vehicles 
7: traffic accidents during observation 
8: vehicles running on red light 
9: through traffic using right-turn lane 
10: short left-turn lane 
11 : railway close to intersection 
12: heavy school bus traffic 
1 3: Four lanes changed to two lanes beyond intersection 
14: slow vehicles due to truck/bike/emergency vehicle 
15: rain during observation ( < 30 min.) 
16: right-turn vehicles using bike lane 
17: rain during observation (30-60 min.) 
18: many pedestrians crossing intersection 
19: one lane closed during observation 
20: view blocked for left-turn lane during observation 
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a, 
C0 
No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
Co 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
LIST INT DT 
a U4C 905 
t U4C 824 
c U4E 719 
d U4E 711 
5 S4E 608 
8 S4E 710 
10 S4E 717 
17 S4E 719 
50 S4C 620 
54 S4E 711 
67 S4E 612 
85 S4C 620 
93 S3C 613 
93 S3C 808 
94 S4C 607 
106 S3C 608 
106 S3C 711 
115 S38 607 
125 U4C 814 
125 U4C 607 
136 S3E 619 
150 S48 711 
158 S4C 718 
161 S38 619 
204 S48 629 
219 S4A 613 
228 S3C 607 
228 S3C 907 
258 S3E 607 
264 S3C 711 
264 S3C 703 
280 S4E 608 
322 S4E 627 
346 S3C 731 
346 S3C 608 
397 S4A 608 
400 S3E 726 
566 U4E 620 
654 U4P 608 
732 U3A 608 
761 S4C 711 
782 U3E 713 
909 U3E 621 
1438 U4A 615 
1674 U3P 619 
TM ST GP CF1 CF2 
9C 3 3 0 119 
9 3 3 0 112 
5 3 3 2 12 
4 3 3 1 48 
SA 3 3 16 44 
4 3 3 0 53 
5 3 3 4 5 
4 3 3 9 31 
5 3 3 7 22 
2A 3 3 11 36 
2 2 3 39 77 
1A 2 3 2 35 
1 3 3 0 8 
9 3 3 6 76 
SA 3 3 2 14 
1 3 3 0 4 
9 3 3 43 119 
18 1 2 6 21 
28 3 3 10 83 
8 3 3 7 25 
V 1 3 8 22 
5 3 3 3 13 
4 3 3 5 48 
5 1 3 4 25 
4 3 3 0 34 
1 1 2 4 4 
2 3 3 20 56 
9 3 3 10 31 
4 2 3 0 8 
5 1 3 0 4 
9 1 3 74 90 
3 3 3 8 10 
2A 3 3 3 9 
9 3 3 4 21 
4 3 3 0 17 
4 3 2 3 30 
9 3 2 0 29 
1A 3 3 0 19 
8 1 2 4 55 
2 1 1 28 39 
8 3 3 57 69 
5 3 3 1 4 
5 3 3 0 7 
1 1 1 0 0 
5 1 1 0 3 
CF3 CF4 CFS CF6 CF7 CFS CF9 CF10 CF11 CF12 CFO CFT 
2 48 1 0 0 0 3 0 7 0 0 180 
8 4 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 131 
3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 21 
13 16 1 0 1 0 2 3 4 0 4 93 
17 44 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 131 
14 2 6 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 80 
3 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 28 
4 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 56 
5 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 51 
3 26 6 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 87 
31 24 6 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 23 208 
9 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 64 
3 7 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 21 
2 45 2 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 12 150 
1 15 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 39 
4 23 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 35 
11 67 25 0 0 0 2 0 10 0 4 281 
10 5 9 0 0 0 ·O 0 6 0 1 58 
17 72 12 0 0 2 7 0 9 0 0 212 
3 37 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 79 
6 13 2 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 56 
1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 22 
6 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 107 
6 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 47 
40 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 76 
0 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 17 
5 14 8 1 0 3 3 0 4 1 0 115 
0 10 1 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 0 60 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 
4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 
2 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 
6 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 38 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 14 
1 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 40 
4 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 27 
0 9 5 1 0 0 2 0 4 1 1 56 
4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 38 
3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 26 
0 23 4 2 1 0 10 1 2 0 6 108 
0 21 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 101 
13 67 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 11 0 226 
2 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
OB AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 ACS AC6 AC7 ACS AC9 1',C10 AC11 AC12 ACO ACT PV CG cs TK TR RT LT DI RE 
1 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 9 1 2 2 2 1 0 3 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1 3 0 3 0 0 
2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 2 1 3 0 3 1 0 
2 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 
2 1 25 7 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 0 
2 1 7 2 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 20 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 
1 0 1 12 3 7 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 5 35 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 4 
1 0 7 1 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 14,1! 
1 1 8 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 14 1 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 
1 1 9 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 21 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 
1 1 3 3 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 16 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 6 
1 0 3 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 14 1 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 4,1< 
2 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 
2 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 
2 0 2 2 1 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 13 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 
1 0 4 3 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 22 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 10 
2 0 4 3 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 22 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 4,1< 
2 0 3 1 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 13 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 11,2,1, 
1 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 16 1 1 2 2 2 0 3 1 0 
1 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 16 1 1 1 3 3 0 3 1 0 
2 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 4,1' 
1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 3 3 1 3 1 0 
2 1 10 2 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 23 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 1 0 
1 0 4 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 1 1 1 1 3 0 3 1 0 
2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 0 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 3 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 0 
2 1 2 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 11 2 1 1 3 2 2 2 1 5 
2 3 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 14 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 8 
2 3 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 14 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 
1 0 4 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 12 1 2 2 3 3 2 3 1 4 
1 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 
2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 
2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1,11 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 0 1,11 
2 0 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 2 1 3 2 2 2 1 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 3 1 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 12 
2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 4 
2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 3 0 3 1 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
C) 
c.o 
No 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
f,7 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
Co 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
LIST INT DT 
1929 U3A 622 
2256 S3C 712 
2256 S3C 710 
2604 U3C 622 
2646 U4A 614 
a U4C 822 
4 S4E 720 
8 S4E 629 
9 S4E 626 
20 S4C 713 
24 S4E 612 
29 S4E 619 
31 S48 622 
44 S4D 620 
46 S4C 814 
75 S4C 614 
83 S4C 801 
102 S48 621 
126 S38 614 
143 U3E 615 
143 U3E 815 
160 U3E 619 
182 S4A 615 
185 U4E 619 
225 S3A 809 
225 S3A 626 
244 U4E 720 
246 S4E 620 
272 U4E 814 
274 S3C 710 
313 S3A 612 
313 S3A 810 
330 S3C 828 
350 U4C 614 
430 S4A 710 
547 U38 731 
577 U3E 717 
593 U3E 717 
602 U4A 809 
661 U38 713 
825 U4E 629 
933 U4A 731 
1130 U3A 719 
1201 U3A 619 
1204 U4A 719 
TM ST GP CF1 CF2 
4 1 1 0 1 
9 3 3 9 93 
4 3 3 0 43 
1A 1 3 0 45 
1 1 1 0 0 
9 3 3 0 35 
4 3 3 0 44 
2A 3 3 4 60 
2A 3 3 13 54 
2A 3 3 7 65 
6 3 3 8 20 
6 3 3 2 38 
2A 3 3 3 55 
2A 2 3 1 53 
2E 3 3 4 47 
SE 3 3 5 21 
7 3 3 4 15 
6 3 3 2 30 
6 3 3 1 18 
4 3 3 10 18 
7A 3 3 0 18 
6 3 3 1 10 
6 1 1 0 30 
2A 3 3 14 30 
2e 2 2 36 26 
2A 2 2 2 9 
4 3 3 26 63 
6 3 3 0 24 
4 3 3 9 5 
2A 3 3 3 26 
6 1 2 1 1 
2E 1 2 54 8 
9( 3 3 2 28 
SE 1 1 0 16 
9 1 1 6 37 
2A 3 3 7 29 
9 1 3 0 1 
2A 1 3 2 36 
2E 1 1 8 18 
2A 3 3 0 6 
2A 3 3 3 1 
9 3 2 0 2 
BE 1 2 2 34 
2A 1 1 1 5 
88 1 1 0 0 
CF3 CF4 CFS CF6 CF7 CFS CF9 CF10 CF11 CF12 CFO 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 38 8 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 
3 7 4 0 0 0 2 0 1 5 0 
6 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 34 
4 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 
6 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 41 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 
4 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 
2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 
0 9 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 
5 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 29 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 
5 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 
0 7 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 61 
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 20 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
7 13 2 4 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
1 14 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
14 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
1 2 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 
5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12 45 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 17 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 18 
0 3 0 1 5 0 2 4 3 0 0 
0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
4 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 
3 11 3 9 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 
0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 3 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CFT OB AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 ACS ACS AC? ACS AC9 AC10 il\C11 il\C12 ACO ACT PV CG cs TK TR RT LT DI RE 
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
158 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 11 
65 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 11 
58 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 1 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
86 1 0 5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 10 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
77 1 1 15 5 2 3 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 4 35 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 0 
98 1 1 12 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 24 1 1 1 2 2 0 2 1 3 
121 1 1 9 6 0 18 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 39 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 0 3 
125 1 0 12 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 18 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 15,H 
38 1 0 8 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 8 
50 1 1 4 4 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 15 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 4 
73 2 1 6 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 4 0 0 2 18 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 
74 2 1 6 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 
95 2 0 3 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 1 1 2 1 2 0 1 0 0 
36 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 
28 1 0 6 0 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 
46 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 7 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 0 
23 2 0 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 2 2 3 1 2 2 1 8 
39 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 
88 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 
13 2 0 4 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 12 1 1 2 2 2 0 3 1 0 
55 1 0 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 12 1 1 1 1 3 0 2 0 5 
74 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 6 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 
81 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 
15 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 
110 2 0 3 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 9 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 7 
29 1 0 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 8 1 2 1 3 2 1 1 1 0 
21 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 6 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 
41 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 4 
8 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 8 
123 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 
67 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 0 
34 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
49 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 0 0 
41 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 
11 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 
54 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 1 17 
55 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
9 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 0 
3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 . 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
44 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
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No 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
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130 
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Co 
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3 
3 
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4 
4 
4 
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4 
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4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
LIST INT 
1237 U4A 
1880 U3A 
2 S4E 
17 S4C 
54 S4A 
64 U4C 
64 U4C 
78 S4A 
83 U3C 
85 S4A 
89 S3A 
89 S3P 
119 U3C 
135 U3C 
146 U3C 
153 U4C 
153 U4C 
158 U3C 
158 U3C 
169 U3A 
176 U3A 
485 S4C 
726 U4A 
770 U3A 
895 U3C 
1098 U3A 
1244 U3A 
1456 U3C 
9 S4C 
15 S4C 
27 S38 
32 S3E 
33 S3E 
51 S48 
69 S4A 
84 U4E 
84 U4E 
85 S4C 
87 S4C 
126 S48 
144 S3A 
148 S4C 
150 S4A 
883 S3C 
883 S3C 
OT TM ST GP CF1 
627 1A 1 1 0 
613 6 3 2 0 
615 8 3 3 28 
628 8 3 3 34 
614 8 3 2 52 
808 9 3 3 0 
620 8 3 3 65 
613 8 1 1 57 
629 8 3 3 63 
622 8 3 2 18 
622 8 1 2 27 
815 4 1 2 0 
619 8 3 3 14 
626 8 3 3 13 
614 8 3 3 42 
816 2E 3 3 0 
629 5 3 3 0 
627 5 3 3 8 
817 2E 3 3 0 
612 8 1 2 13 
710 8 3 2 12 
621 8 3 3 16 
620 8 1 1 1 
622 5 1 1 0 
612 8 3 3 0 
622 5 1 1 0 
626 5 1 1 0 
627 8 3 3 0 
717 SA 2 3 12 
713 3 2 3 7 
627 3 3 3 0 
711 3 3 3 0 
620 3 3 3 0 
615 3 3 3 2 
614 3 3 2 8 
731 1A 3 3 4 
817 9 3 3 0 
612 3 3 3 1 
628 3 3 3 14 
724 1A 3 3 29 
816 9 3 2 6 
622 3 3 3 29 
612 3 3 2 0 
718 9 3 3 34 
725 SC 3 3 18 
CF2 CF3 CF4 CFS CF6 CF7 CFS CF9 CF10 CF11 CF12 
0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
69 5 66 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
94 10 124 1 0 0 0 0 0 18 2 
94 0 18 12 0 0 1 3 1 13 1 
75 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
2 2 29 5 1 0 0 10 2 8 0 
91 0 50 10 0 0 0 14 0 7 0 
17 4 65 14 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 
39 0 37 8 0 3 0 2 0 7 0 
34 0 17 6 0 0 0 1 2 7 0 
29 0 3 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 
3 11 42 3 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 
5 2 15 2 0 0 0 0 2 9 0 
45 27 26 6 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 
44 5 22 1 4 0 0 1 0 6 0 
13 2 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
24 2 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
58 3 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 5 0 
15 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
24 0 4 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 
30 4 141 1 1 0 2 0 1 17 0 
1 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60 9 0 7 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
31 3 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
64 6 17 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
70 16 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 
117 17 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64 13 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 
21 6 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
78 0 15 21 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 
16 4 15 14 4 6 0 2 0 5 0 
11 1 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 
22 11 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
55 4 18 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
98 27 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 
65 0 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
83 25 14 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
22 0 12 12 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 
48 4 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
53 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CFO CFT OB AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 ACS AC6 AC7 ACS AC9 AC10 AC11 f",C12 ACO ACT PV CG cs TK TR RT LT DI RE 
0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 1 1 0 3 0 0 
0 177 1 1 29 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 41 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 4 
0 283 2 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 24 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 1 4 
4 199 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 5 1 2 1 2 2 0 1 0 4 
84 166 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 7 1 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 0 
1 125 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 7 1 2 1 2 3 1 3 1 0 
5 234 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 2 1 2 3 0 1 0 0 
2 171 2 0 6 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 1 1 2 3 2 3 1 0 
0 114 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 0 0 
0 94 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 11 1 2 1 2 2 0 2 0 7 
0 38 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 11 1 2 1 1 2 0 2 0 0 
1 81 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 2 1 1 2 0 3 2 4 
3 51 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 15 
41 192 2 0 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 9 
4 87 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 2 1 2 0 3 1 0 
0 23 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 2 2 3 0 3 1 0 
0 40 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 2 3 1 3 1 0 
3 78 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 2 2 1 3 1 0 
0 48 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
7 58 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
7 220 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 14 
0 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 
0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 15 
0 81 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 3 2 0 3 1 4 
0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 
0 60 1 0 8 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 15 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 17 
0 96 1 0 2 0 3 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 13 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 2 11,1• 
0 104 2 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 0 0 
0 136 2 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 9 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 0 7 
0 99 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 7 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 0 
0 37 2 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 8 1 1 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 
2 134 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 1 2 1 1 0 3 0 0 
0 70 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 1 4 
0 20 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 1 0 
9 50 2 0 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 0 
1 100 2 0 1 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 3 0 0 2 19 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 
0 191 2 0 9 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 17 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 14 
0 87 2 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 0 
0 159 2 0 3 0 1 11 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 1 22 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 4 
0 52 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 3 0 11 
0 117 2 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 12 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 0 
0 83 1 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 12 1 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 0 
No Co LIST INT DT TM ST GP CF1 CF2 CF3 CF4 CF5 CF6 CF7 CFS CF9 CF10 CF11 CF12 CFO CFT OB AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 AC5 AC6 AC7 ACS AC9 ~C10 AC11 AC12 ACO ACT PV CG cs TK TR RT LT DI RE 
136 4 1094 S3C 619 3 1 3 0 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
137 4 1501 S3A 619 3 1 1 3 20 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 32 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 0 7 
138 5 6 S4E 724 2A 1 3 4 57 5 49 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 128 1 0 12 1 2 9 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 30 1 1 1 2 2 0 2 0 19 
139 5 9 S40 717 7 1 3 0 15 0 12 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 1 2 11 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 21 1 1 1 2 3 0 2 1 0 
140 5 10 S4C 627 7 1 3 10 18 9 39 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 1 0 7 2 0 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 18 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 1 8 
141 5 18 S4C 731 7 3 3 0 21 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 24 1 0 7 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 16 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 
142 5 19 S40 720 88 1 3 13 62 3 92 15 4 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 195 2 0 9 4 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 21 1 1 1 3 3 0 2 2 20 
143 5 41 S4C 720 9 1 3 10 67 4 57 4 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 22 171 2 0 2 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 10 1 1 1 2 3 0 2 0 0 
144 5 45 S38 725 7 1 2 3 12 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 19 2 1 7 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 14 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 2 0 
145 5 50 U4C 808 7 1 3 0 11 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 28 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 3 2 0 3 15 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 0 0 
146 5 50 U4C 814 7A 1 3 0 11 0 22 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4 3 2 0 3 15 1 1 1 1 2 0 3 0 0 
147 5 60 S4A 626 6 1 2 4 17 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 28 2 1 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 0 4 
148 5 74 S4E 627 7 3 3 2 37 3 30 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 76 2 0 19 2 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 26 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 5 
149 5 76 U3C 726 2A 1 3 3 61 5 24 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 96 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 3 12 1 1 1 2 2 1 3 0 2,2( 
150 5 77 S4C 628 7 1 3 1 27 4 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 1 60 2 0 2 2 0 3 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 4 16 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 2 0 
151 5 85 S3C 710 9 3 3 76 66 4 26 1 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 180 2 0 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 0 16 
152 5 85 S3C 627 6 3 3 4 32 2 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 57 1 0 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 f 1 1 2 2 0 2 0 0 
153 5 117 U3C 816 4 1 3 7 39 5 12 5 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 71 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 2 9 1 1 2 1 3 0 3 0 0 
154 5 132 S4E 629 7 3 3 5 67 3 17 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 109 2 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 2 3 0 2 1 0 
155 5 135 S3E 711 7 3 3 2 26 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 
156 5 141 S3C 801 9 3 3 5 45 2 20 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 77 2 0 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 4 
-...J 157 5 141 S3C 712 4 3 3 1 25 3 25 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 2 0 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 4 .... 
158 5 142 S4A 712 7 3 2 3 37 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 63 2 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 0 17 
159 5 143 U3C 724 7 1 3 1 16 4 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 0 0 
160 5 144 U4E 719 7 1 3 5 9 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 23 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
161 5 157 S3C 727 1A 1 3 19 28 2 31 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 91 2 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 
162 5 183 S3A 628 6 1 1 2 7 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 0 0 
163 5 183 S3A 810 7 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 0 0 
164 5 191 U4E 725 2A 3 3 0 21 4 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 33 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 
165 5 202 U3C 810 9 1 3 9 68 6 19 3 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 111 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 6 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 0 
166 5 206 U4A 725 1A 1 1 40 51 0 17 15 0 0 0 8 0 5 0 0 136 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
167 5 208 S3E 626 7 1 3 10 1 1 17 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 37 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 
168 5 350 U3E 710 7 1 3 2 5 4 7 1 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 25 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 
169 5 380 U3E 629 6 3 3 0 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 
170 5 399 U3C 815 28 3 3 0 55 7 8 3 7 0 0 0 0 6 0 4 90 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1 1 2 2 0 3 0 0 
171 5 448 S3C 719 7 1 3 0 13 2 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 27 1 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 
172 5 448 S3C 706 9 1 3 1 81 6 53 5 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 154 2 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 4 
173 5 490 U3E 719 9 1 3 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 3 1 0 
174 5 631 U4E 628 6 1 3 1 31 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 40 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 0 3 0 2 
175 5 631 U4E 810 7 1 3 0 23 6 6 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 43 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2 3 0 3 0 5 
176 5 700 U4A 724 7 1 1 1 12 0 9 0 3 1 0 0 4 2 0 0 32 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 0 1 0 
177 5 1065 U4.A 725 2A 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
178 5 1084 U3A 712 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Appendix D. 
Expected Conflict Value Tables for Florida-based Intersections 
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Notes on tables: 
• Intersection Categories: [Signalized/Unsignalized ], [4-legged/3-legged (or 
'T')] , [Through Laneage: 2x2, 2x4, 2x6, 4x4, 4x6] 
• The conflict counts were obtained during a 4-hour observation period on a 
weekday (Monday through Thursday excluding holidays) between 7am to 6pm 
under dry pavement conditions. These counts do not include secondary 
conflicts. 
• Blanks (-) indicate that these conflict types are so rare that any number 
observed at an intersection should be considered abnormal. 
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Table D. 1 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 14.09 424.29 38.64 55.42 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 43.55 919.07 84.07 102.28 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.18 0.36 0.46 1.06 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 16.82 210.76 36.01 45.49 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 7.00 41.20 15.44 19.74 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.18 0.16 0.55 0.93 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.27 0.82 0.70 1.59 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.18 0.16 0.55 0.93 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.91 17.29 5.77 9.70 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.09 0.09 0.23 0.53 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 5.27 21.62 11.41 14.47 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.36 0.45 1.08 1.68 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 1.09 3.29 3.13 4.69 
1 through 4, Same direction 74.64 3521.45 153.53 191.01 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.36 0.85 1.08 1.99 
Table D.2 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 6.58 66.27 16.79 22.96 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 35.58 583.90 67.91 82.29 
3. Lane change, Same direction 8.08 152.08 22.54 32.76 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 11.67 168.79 28.31 37.74 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 2.25 3.48 4.72 5.92 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00 0.00 - -
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.08 0.08 0.20 OA9 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.25 0.39 0.75 1.36 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00 0.00 - -
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.67 4.24 4.25 5.81 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.58 0.63 1.55 2.18 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
1 through 4, Same direction 61.92 1997.90 121.60 148.81 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
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Table D.3 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 9 5th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 13.73 287.22 34.98 47.83 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 44.73 706.42 80.36 95.44 
3. Lane change, Same direction 5.55 11.87 10.16 12.15 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 49.64 2165.85 110.71 142.12 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 2.09 3.09 4.42 5.56 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.09 0.09 0.23 0.53 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.18 0.36 0.46 1.06 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00 0.00 - -
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.09 0.09 0.23 0.53 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 5.27 43.02 13.48 18.47 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 1.27 10.82 3.77 7.01 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 2.91 44.89 8.79 15.22 
1 through 4, Same direction 113.64 6358.85 220.22 268.24 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.09 0.09 0.23 0.53 
Table D.4 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 4-Legged, 4x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
I 90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1. Left-turn, Same direction 7.50 75.55 18.55 24.97 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 40.50 488.09 70.12 82.31 
3. Lane change, Same direction 6.67 44.24 15.33 19.94 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 21.17 581.24 51.93 69.59 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 3.75 22.39 9.65 13.27 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.33 1.33 0.81 1.94 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.25 0.39 0.75 1.36 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00 0.00 - -
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.25 4.20 3.58 5.33 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.67 5.33 1.62 3.88 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.92 6.63 2.63 5.19 
1 through 4, Same direction 75.83 2088.52 137.09 163.15 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.25 0.39 0.75 1.36 
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Table D.5 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 4-Legged, 4x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 9.67 149.70 24.92 34.29 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 46.58 501.36 76.59 88.45 
3. Lane change, Same direction 7.75 78.02 19.02 25.49 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 24.42 418.63 51.53 64.72 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 4.67 25.88 11.21 14.87 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00 0.00 - -
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 2.08 5.17 5.01 6.64 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 1.00 4.00 3.00 4.84 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 2.58 42.63 7.70 14.10 
1 through 4, Same direction 88.42 2570.81 156.40 184.83 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
Table D.6 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1. Left-turn, Same direction 13.10 364.32 35.88 51.40 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 20.00 388.22 45.71 59.29 
3. Lane change, Same direction 1.40 14.04 4.10 7.81 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 10.70 171.12 27.14 37.02 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 2.20 4.62 5.01 6.48 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.60 1.60 1.81 2.99 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.10 0.10 0.27 0.58 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.20 0.40 0.53 1.16 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.30 4.90 3.76 5.68 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00 0.00 - -
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00 0.00 - -
1 through 4, Same direction 45.20 1597.73 97.95 124.29 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.20 0.40 0.53 1.16 
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Table D. 7 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 9 5th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 2.83 12.15 7.21 9.85 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 34.42 1097.36 77.77 100.37 
3. Lane change, Same direction 6.33 38.79 14.46 i 8.75 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 5.25 37.30 13.01 17.52 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 2.83 15.24 7.58 10.68 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00 0.00 - -
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 2.25 7.84 5.76 7.89 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.42 0.45 1.18 1.75 
1 through 4, Same direction 48.83 1366.52 98.10 121.01 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00 0.00 - -
Table D.8 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 13.75 538.39 39.69 59.72 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 45.00 1216.73 91.44 113.25 
3. Lane change, Same direction 3.75 8.39 7.61 9.41 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 24.67 389.70 50.90 63.40 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 3.50 52.09 10.55 17.25 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.67 1.52 1.97 3.07 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.08 1.36 2.58 3.42 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 3.25 11.30 7.61 9.97 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 2.83 35.24 8.55 14.09 
1 through 4, Same direction 87.17 4819.79 179.46 223.33 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
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Table D.9 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Signalized, 3-Legged, 4x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 13.67 472.61 38.69 57.02 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 39.42 843.90 78.18 96.00 
3. Lane change, Same direction 2.83 1.61 4.53 5.19 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 15.75 170.39 33.06 41.44 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 1.83 5.42 4.73 6.52 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.17 10.33 3.38 6.57 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.17 0.33 0.41 0.97 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00 0.00 - -
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.00 1.64 2.59 3.58 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.92 3.72 2.77 4.57 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.25 0.39 0.75 1.36 
1 through 4, Same direction 71.67 2818.06 142.48 175.11 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00 0.00 - -
Table D.10- Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 4.50 130.82 13.40 24.61 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 12.92 395.72 36.14 52.70 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.33 0.79 0.98 1.86 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 5.58 60.27 15.00 21.19 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 1.83 19.06 5.52 9.75 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.33 6.79 3.99 6.36 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.67 2.06 2.02 3.37 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.92 12.08 5.64 8.73 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.75 2.39 2.26 3.69 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.25 2.93 3.34 4.69 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 0.58 2.99 1.63 3.35 
1 through 4, Same direction 23.33 1302.97 65.39 95.49 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 1.42 7.90 4.25 6.83 
78 
Table D.11 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 5.00 57.00 13.89 20.12 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 22.23 305.69 45.49 56.49 
3. Lane change, Same direction 4.38 21.09 10.33 13.57 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 6.00 28.67 13.06 16.60 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 1 .69 15.73 5. 11 8.93 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.23 2.86 3.29 4.63 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.96 2.90 2.08 3.73 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.15 0.14 0.46 0.83 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.69 0.56 1.66 2.20 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.62 1.09 1.78 2.68 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 1.85 2.64 3.99 5.06 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 0.31 1.23 0.71 1 .79 
1 through 4, Same direction 37.62 847.76 76.38 94.58 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 1.31 3.56 3.57 5.10 
Table D.12 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1. Left-turn, Same direction 7.45 376.27 22.06 41.15 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 48.18 1788.36 104.02 131.80 
3. Lane change, Same direction 4.00 24.00 10.16 13.86 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 24.00 459.80 52.27 66.46 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 2.55 11 .87 6.76 9.48 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.64 1.45 1.89 2.98 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.18 0.36 0.46 1.06 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 2.18 11 .16 6.09 8.87 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.55 0.87 1.58 2.39 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 3.64 10.65 7.94 10.10 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 11.36 681.25 34.34 59.36 
1 through 4, Same direction 83.64 3066.65 157.76 190.41 
7 plus 1 0, Through, Cross traffic 0.55 0.87 1.58 2.39 
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Table D.13 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 9 5th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 4.67 76.42 13.84 21.70 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 10.75 195.30 28.05 38.88 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.00 0.00 - -
4. Right-turn, Same direction 3.92 58.45 11. 71 18.68 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.75 6.75 1.82 4.37 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.08 3.36 3.13 4.72 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.50 3.00 1.22 2.91 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 0.58 4.08 1.42 3.40 
1 through 4, Same direction 19.33 786.97 52.86 75.64 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.33 0.24 0.92 1.32 
Table D.14 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 1.92 10.45 5.53 8.32 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 13.25 111.11 27.26 33.92 
3. Lane change, Same direction 1.50 2.27 3.46 4.51 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 2.83 8.52 6.62 8.67 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.25 0.20 0.74 1.14 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.83 2.33 2.46 3.82 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.33 0.24 0.92 1.32 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.49 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.50 0.64 1.42 2.09 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 6.08 307.17 17.25 34.70 
1 through 4, Same direction 19.50 204.09 38.57 47.31 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.17 0.15 0.50 0.88 
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Table D.15 - Florida-Based Conflict Table For Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Mean Variance 
Abnormally High Conflict Counts 
90th Percentile 95th Percentile 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 11.43 344.11 32.58 48.35 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 35.43 575.96 67.54 81.80 
3. Lane change, Same direction 6.50 43.04 15.04 19.60 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 16.00 347.23 39.67 53.45 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 3.14 15.36 8.05 11.03 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 1.57 5.80 4.39 6.39 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.29 0.68 0.81 1.63 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00 0.00 - -
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.64 0.86 1.76 2.51 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.36 0.55 1.08 1.77 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 2.64 8.71 6.42 8.57 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 11 3.86 116.29 11.11 21.82 
1 through 4, Same direction 69.36 1734.55 125.18 148.91 
7 plus 1 0, Through, Cross traffic 0.64 1.02 1.81 2.66 
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Appendix E. 
Crash/conflict Ratio Tables for Florida-based Intersections 
82 
Notes on tables: 
• Intersection Categories: [Signalized/Unsignalized ], [4-legged/3-legged (or 
'T')] , [Through Laneage: 2x2, 2x4, 2x6, 4x4, 4x6] 
• The conflict counts were obtained during a 4-hour observation period on a 
weekday (Monday through Thursday excluding holidays) between 7am to 6pm 
under dry pavement conditions. These counts do not include secondary 
conflicts. 
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Table E. 1 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00751 0.28743 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.02516 1.23874 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.02066 0.00140 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00801 0.08567 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.00728 0.01211 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.01377 0.00140 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.05510 0.00193 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.03926 0.01739 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00003 0.00001 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00015 0.00000 
Table E.2 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.01130 0.07628 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.06407 4.01093 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.12069 6.44873 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00912 0.08442 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.37577 1.13852 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00000 0.00000 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00007 0.00001 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
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Constant C 
0.00062 
0.00071 
0.00342. 
0.00034 
0.00024 
0.00000 
0.00152 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01822 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00374 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00102 
0.00276 
0.02784 
0.00042 
0.18621 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E.3 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 4-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.01030 0.18657 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.05578 3.48699 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.09095 0.54088 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.02582 13.31867 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.11938 0.10798 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.04723 0.00162 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.01503 0.11657 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00167 0.00125 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00006 0.00004 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00027 0.00000 
Table E.4 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 4-Legged, 4x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.03005 0.81882 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.07236 5.02167 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.22871 11.92438 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.02669 0.93909 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.29417 3.50343 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.04132 0.00594 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.03005 0.00090 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.04508 0.05659 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.34284 2.74920 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00010 0.00004 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00027 0.00000 
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Constant C 
0.00054 
0.00182 
0.03728 
0.00548 
0.02068 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01561 
0.00248 
0.00000 
0.00003 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00994 
0.00505 
0.21721 
0.00090 
0.06996 
0.00000 
0.01366 
0.00000 
0.00994 
0.00000 
0.01143 
0.00000 
0.29720 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E.5 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 4-Legged, 4x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.03189 0.57680 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.09325 7.69109 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.28563 17. 72090 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.12303 42.00368 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.24093 4.84718 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.05510 0.07540 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.01377 0.00987 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.26187 12.94030 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00016 0.00012 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
Table E.6 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.12523 23.56865 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.05143 0.07172 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00000 0.00000 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00005 0.00001 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
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Constant C 
0.00284 
0.00664 
0.14554 
0.08520 
0.12926 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01154 
0.00228 
0.23498 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.04503 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01287 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E. 7 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For · 
Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.01002 0.01463 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.04604 5.43469 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.05040 0.52679 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.01314 0.06090 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.20815 1.51679 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00501 0.00236 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.16530 0.04013 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00008 0.00002 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
Table E.8 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 3-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.06926 16.93258 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.07180 0.10526 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00741 0.06046 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.02579 0.20388 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.06011 0.02915 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00301 0.00122 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.09948 1.71402 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00005 0.00003 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
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Constant C 
0.00110 
0.00283 
0.01104 
0.00146 
0.05618 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00028 
0.00000 
0.06245 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.00912 
0.00740 
0.00010 
0.00325 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01788 
0.00000 
0.00010 
0.00000 
0.03874 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E.9 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Signalized, 3-Legged, 4x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.01067 0.40741 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.06773 19.63668 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.18137 0.17549 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.03691 1. 77881 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.06512 0.09815 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.03306 0.01967 
12. Right-turn on red, Opposing -direction 0.00551 0.00147 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.06612 0.01013 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00008 0.00005 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
Table E.10 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.00207 . 0.01349 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.07714 0.05293 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00344 0.00186 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00689 0.00147 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00000 0.00000 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
88 
Constant C 
0.00075 
0.01868 
0.07637, 
0.00908 
0.01385 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01093 
0.00036 
0.02186 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.00003 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01974 
0.00000 
0.00014 
0.00057 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E. 11 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.00948 0.13956 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.01211 0.02500 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00509 0.01038 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.04670 0.22031 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.11020 0.13414 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.06011 0.01213 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.09367 0.03018 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.01907 0.00744 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00000 0.00000 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00001 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00040 0.00000 
Table E. 12 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 4-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00730 0.12304 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.03755 6.62903 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.04602 0.17346 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00929 0.11680 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.18283 1.70214 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.16530 0.13058 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.01837 0.03766 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.19285 0.07458 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.08014 0.51069 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.01458 0.79436 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00003 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00071 0.00000 
89 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.00037 
0.00104, 
0.00034 
0.01182 
0.00000 
0.03415 
0.00000 
0.01788 
0.01892 
0.00245 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00027 
0.00230 
0.00511 
0.00017 
0.10994 
0.06245 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00304 
0.04827 
0.04151 
0.00095 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E. 13 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x2 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant 8 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.01360 0.23727 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.00000 0.00000 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00689 0.00207 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00501 0.00090 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00394 0.00082 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00001 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
Table E.14 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x4 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant 8 
1 . Left-turn, Same direction 0.03306 0.11418 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.07530 4.59659 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.03444 0.02375 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.02755 0.08402 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.04132 0.00314 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.00000 0.00000 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.03673 0.00327 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.03673 0.00112 
11 . Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00000 0.00000 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00014 0.00002 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00006 0.00000 
90 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.00103 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00057 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00028 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00019 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Constant C 
0.00984 
0.03570 
0.00926 
0.00911 
0.01366 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.01214 
0.01214 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
Table E. 15 - Florida-Based Crash/Conflict Ratio Table For 
Unsignalized, 3-Legged, 2x6 Intersections 
Conflict Type Constant A Constant B 
1. Left-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
2. Slow vehicle, Same direction 0.04287 5.62256 
3. Lane change, Same direction 0.03062 0.14237 
4. Right-turn, Same direction 0.00000 0.00000 
5. Left-turn, Opposing direction 0.03936 0.15990 
6. Left-turn-from-left, Cross traffic 0.02543 0.05253 
7. Through, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
8. Right-turn, Cross traffic from left 0.00000 0.00000 
9. Left-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.10018 0.04732 
10. Through, Cross traffic from right 0.00000 0.00000 
11. Right-turn, Cross traffic from right 0.03306 0.08912 
13. Conflicts other than 1 through 12 0.00907 0.08803 
1 through 4, Same direction 0.00001 0.00000 
7 plus 10, Through, Cross traffic 0.00007 0.00000 
91 
Constant C 
0.00000 
0.00792 
0.00237, 
0.00000 
0.00886 
0.00841 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.04482 
0.00000 
0.00914 
0.00067 
0.00000 
0.00000 
